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ENVIRONMENTAL  BENEFITS  AND  IMPACT  ON 
MODERATESIZED  BUSINESSES  OF  EM- 
PLOYEE COMMUTE  OPTIONS  REQUIRED  BY 
THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1990 


TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  6,  1994. 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  the  Development  of  Rural 
Enterprises,  Exports,  and  the  ENvmoNMENT, 

Committee  on  Small  Business, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  9:22  a.m.,  at 
McHenry  County  College,  Building  B,  8900  U.S.  Highway  14,  Crys- 
tal Lake,  Illinois,  the  Honorable  Glenn  Poshard  (chairman  of  the 
subcommittee)  presiding. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Folks,  I  think  we  will  begin  the  hearing. 

This  is  the  Subcommittee  on  Rural  Enterprises,  Exports  and  the 
Environment.  I  am  Congressman  Glenn  Poshard.  I  represent  the 
19th  Congressional  District  in  Illinois,  it  goes  from  Decatur  south 
to  Cairo. 

My  good  friend  Don  Manzullo  shares  this  subcommittee  with  me 
and  Don  asked  earlier  for  a  meeting  in  his  district  on  the  employee 
commute  options. 

Congressman  Hastert,  Dennis,  indicated  that  he  also  had  a  con- 
cern about  this  and  has  joined  us  for  the  hearing  today. 

We  will  examine  the  Environmental  benefits  and  the  impact  on 
moderate-sized  business  of  the  employee  commute  options,  the 
ECO  Program,  required  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990. 
Because  Chicago  is  a  severe  ozone,  smog,  non-attainment  region, 
the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  require  that  the  State  of  Illinois 
implement  the  ECO  Program  throughout  the  metropolitan  area. 
Under  the  Program,  by  1996,  employers  and  firms  with  more  than 
100  employees  will  be  required  to  submit  compliance  plans  which 
aim  to  raise  average  passenger  occupancy  among  commuting  em- 
ployees to  a  level  25  percent  above  the  average  vehicle  occupancy 
for  the  region  in  1992.  The  stated  object  of  these  ECO  provisions 
is  to  help  achieve  compliance  with  ozone/smog  standards  by  manag- 
ing commuting  practices.  In  other  words,  to  improve  air  quality 
through  reduced  employee  vehicle  use. 

Some  States  and  businesses  believe  that  implementing  the  ECO 
Program  will  impose  unreasonable  burdens,  burdens  which  they 
argue  will  outweigh  any  likely  environmental  benefits.  Others  be- 
lieve the  supposed  burdens  have  been  exaggerated  and  that  the 
program  will  likely  deliver  important  environmental  benefits. 

(1) 


Mr.  Manzullo,  who  is  a  valuable  member  of  our  subcommittee, 
requested  that  we  examine  this  topic  here  in  his  district  where 
there  has  been  much  discussion  of  this  topic.  Clearly,  many  busi- 
nesses here  believe  that  implementing  ECO  will  be  more  trouble 
than  it  is  worth.  We  will  hear  from  some  of  these  business  people 
in  our  second  panel. 

At  a  minimum,  I  expect  some  of  them  will  agree  with  Don's  pro- 
posal to  make  the  ECO  Program  an  option  for  States,  rather  than 
a  requirement.  However,  we  also  will  hear  during  our  second  panel 
from  citizens,  including  at  least  one  small  business  person,  who  be- 
lieve the  ECO  Program  is  important  and  that  its  effects  will  be 
positive. 

First,  we  will  hear  from  a  Government  panel.  That  panel  will  in- 
clude representatives  of  the  Federal  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  whose  duty  it  is  to  enforce  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  which  has  passed  a  law  to  put  into  effect  its.  plan 
for  implementing  the  ECO  Program  in  the  Chicago  area. 

Before  we  give  the  floor  to  Mr.  Manzullo  and  Mr.  Hastert  for 
their  opening  statements,  I  would  like  to  thank  all  of  our  witnesses 
for  attending. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  Susan  Van  Weelden  and  the  McHenry 
County  Center  for  Commerce  and  Economic  Development  for  pro- 
viding us  with  a  hearing  room  today. 

[Chairman  Poshard's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Manzullo. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Thank  you,  Glenn. 

Glenn,  first  I  want  to  thank  you  for  holding  these  hearings  and 
especially  for  your  traveling  all  the  way  from  the  southernmost 
part  of  the  State.  I  understand  that  Cleveland  is  closer  than  where 
you  came  from  yesterday  to  be  with  us. 

Denny,  I  want  to  welcome  you  to  McHenry  County  and  thank 
both  of  you  for  taking  time  out  of  your  busy  schedules  to  be  here. 

I  also  want  to  thank  Susan  Van  Weelden,  associate  dean  of  the 
Center  for  Commerce  and  Economic  Development  here  at  MCC,  for 
making  the  facility  available  for  us  and  all  the  help  she  has  pro- 
vided in  preparing  for  this  hearing. 

The  amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  that  were  passed  in  1990 
should  be  of  interest  to  everybody  because  it  will  affect  our  lives 
dramatically,  not  just  here  in  McHenry  County,  but  also  through- 
out the  entire  United  States.  We  all  agree  that  the  goals  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  are  good  and  we  are  not  here  to  lower  those  stand- 
ards, but  how  to  reach  those  goals  is  what  concerns  many  people. 

We  are  here  today  to  discuss  a  specific  provision  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  of  1990  known  as  the  employee  commute  options, 
ECO,  or,  more  properly  called,  a  car  pooling  mandate.  This  Federal 
requirement  affects  one  of  the  most  personal  aspects  of  American 
life.  That  is,  how  people  get  from  their  homes  to  work  and  back 
again.  . 

I  have  serious  concerns  about  this  provision  on  businesses,  both 
large  and  small.  I  share  the  concerns  of  employers  who  will  bear 
the  brunt  of  the  cost  of  implementing  these  programs.  I,  as  many 
of  my  constituents,  wonder  how  this  new  law  will  effect  our  every- 
day lives,  especially  in  areas  where  there  is  little,  if  any,  mass 
transportation,  such  as  here  in  McHenry  County. 


I  am  not  here  today  to  bash  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  or  the 
standards  that  were  put  forth.  The  purpose  of  today's  hearing  is  to 
help  make  my  colleagues  aware  of  the  problems  this  mandate  puts 
upon  the  families  of  this  congressional  district  and  others  that  may 
have  to  comply.  I  plan  to  take  this  information  back  to  Washington 
and  share  it  with  the  USEPA  and  others  who  are  involved  in 
overseeing  this  statute. 

I  hope  to  learn  this  morning  what  we  may  expect  from  this  law 
in  terms  of  the  cost  to  implement  it  as  compared  to  the  benefits 
that  will  be  reaped.  I  also  hope  to  learn  what  the  future  holds  for 
those  who  are  directly  or  indirectly  impacted  by  this  provision.  We 
may  learn  that  there  are  other  alternatives  to  the  law,  such  as  a 
legislation  I  have  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  H.R. 
4589,  which  would  make  the  employee  commute  option  truly  an  op- 
tion in  each  State.  It  is  the  States  that  know  best  how  to  solve 
their  particular  air  pollution  problems  and  I  would  like  to  see  them 
have  that  flexibility. 

We  have  a  short  amiount  of  time  to  discuss  this  issue  today  and, 
Glenn,  thanks  again  for  coming  here  today. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Thank  you,  Don. 

Denny. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  certainly  a  great  honor  to  have  you  up  here  in  Northern  Illi- 
nois. Once  in  a  while  I  get  a  rare  treat  in  visiting  your  territory, 
but  I  appreciate  your  coming  up  here.  I  want  to  commend  you  for, 
certainly,  holding  this  hearing  today  on  the  employee  trip  reduction 
or  the  ETR  Program,  also  known  as  the  employee  commute  options, 
or  ECO  plan. 

Additionally,  I  want  to  applaud  my  colleague  Don  Manzullo  for 
his  efforts  to  reduce  the  unreasonable  burdens  and  regulations  im- 
posed on  business  and  their  employees  under  this  program, 
McHenry  is  affected  and  my  district  as  well.  Don,  I  just  want  to 
say,  I  am  not  really  a  stranger  to  McHenry.  I  used  to  have  part 
of  it,  before  you  got  the  benefit  of  the  whole  county  and  every  por- 
tion of  that.  Anyway,  it  is  nice  to  be  back  up  here  and  to  see  part 
of  this  and  the  folks  up  here. 

The  employee  trip  reduction  program  is  mandated  under  the 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  for  regions  where  air  pollution 
levels  exceed  the  Federal  limits  and  which  have  been  deemed  by 
the  EPA  to  have  severe  or  extreme  air  quality  problems.  Specifi- 
cally, the  CAA  Amendments  require  that  employees  or  employers 
with  more  than  100  workers  at  a  single  site  located  in  these  severe 
or  extreme  ozone  nonattainment  areas  reduce  the  number  of  em- 
ployees driving  to  work  alone  by  25  percent.  Affected  employers 
must  develop  compliance  plans  to  achieve  their  trip  reduction  goals 
by  July  1996.  Additionally,  they  must  implement  their  compliance 
plans  so  that  they  will  meet  their  trip  reduction  goal  by  July  1998. 

Of  particular  concern  to  Illinois  is  that,  despite  the  questionable 
biased  monitoring  data,  the  USEPA  has  classified  the  Chicago  area 
as  a  severe  ozone  nonattainment  area.  The  area  affected  by  this 
classification  includes  not  only  Greater  Chicago,  but  also  many  out- 
lying and  rural  counties  in  Northern  Illinois,  including  those  in 
Congressman  ManzuUo's  and  my  districts. 


The  impact  of  this  classification  of  employers  and  employees 
alike  is  enormous.  In  Illinois  alone,  the  employee  trip  reduction 
program  could  affect  as  many  as  5,400  employers  with  2  million 
employees,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  between  $77  to  $300  million  an- 
nually. That  is,  $2.8  billion  over  the  14-year  protected  life  of  the 
program.  There  simply  has  to  be  a  better  way  to  improve  our  Na- 
tion's air  quality  without  posing  unreasonable  costs  on  employers 
and  unnecessarily  inconveniencing  hard  workers,  hard-working  em- 
ployees. 

Recently,  Congressman  Dingel,  Chairman  of  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  in  which  I  serve,  held  an  oversight  hearing 
on  various  provisions  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  At  my  request,  Mr. 
Dingel  included  the  employer  trip  reduction  program  on  the  agenda 
for  the  hearing. 

Mary  Nichols,  Assistant  Administrator  for  the  EPA  Office  of  Air 
and  Radiation,  testified  at  the  hearing.  In  response  to  one  of  the 
questions  I  asked,  Ms.  Nichols  emphasized  the  EPA's  commitment 
to  provide  maximum  flexibility  to  States  and  businesses  imple- 
menting this  program.  Ms.  Nichols  recently  reiterated  this  pledge 
at  the  National  Conference  of  State  Legislatures. 

Additionally,  during  the  above-hearing  I  submitted  a  letter  for 
the  record  for  Administrator  Browner  to  Senator  Lautenberg  stat- 
ing that  the  EPA  would  allow  States  to  improve  employer  plans 
that  focus  on  reducing  trips  during  the  season  of  high  pollution  lev- 
els. This  would  primarily  apply  to  the  summer  season  when  ozone 
levels  are  high.  Both  of  these  actions  by  EPA  are  steps  in  the  right 
direction.  However,  they  don't  go  far  enough. 

In  accordance  with  the  EPA's  commitment  to  give  States  maxi- 
mum flexibility  in  implementing  the  CAA  Amendments,  States 
should  be  allowed  to  design  episodic  control  programs.  This  pro- 
gram would  kick  in  only  on  days  when  ozone  levels  are  expected 
to  exceed  the  Federal  ambient  air  quality  standard.  For  such  days, 
an  appeal  or  an  ozone  alert  would  be  issued  to  the  public  to  curtail 
polluting  activities.  Employers  would  still  be  required  to  develop 
contingency  trip  reduction  plans,  but  they  would  implement  them 
only  during  pollution  alerts,  rather  than  on  an  everyday  or  sea- 
sonal basis.  This  type  of  program  meets  the  primary  goal  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendments,  to  improve  the  quality  of  air  for  all 
Americans,  without  unnecessarily  inconveniencing  the  same  people 
with  a  costly  and  burdensome  program. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  I  agree  with  Mr.  Manzullo  that  the  best 
solution  to  the  issue  that  we  are  discussing  today  is  to  give  States 
the  option  of  implementing  the  employee  trip  reduction  program  as 
a  voluntary  measure.  That  is  why  I  am  an  original  co-sponsor  of 
Mr.  Manzullo's  legislation  which  proposes  to  do  just  that.  Indeed, 
experience  has  shown  us  that  mandatory,  one  size  fits  all,  environ- 
mental regulations  simply  do  not  work.  Let's  not  repeat  the  regu- 
latory mistakes  of  the  past.  The  EPA  should  give  the  States  the  au- 
thority to  determine  how  best  to  ensure  clean  and  healthy  air  for 
their  citizens. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  our  witnesses  today  on  an  impor- 
tant issue  and,  again,  thank  the  Chairman  for  holding  this  hearing. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you.  Congressman  Hastert. 


Before  we  go  to  the  first  panel,  I  also  want  to  thank  Tracey  Bed- 
ford of  my  staff,  who  is  sitting  behind  us  here.  She  works  for  the 
subcommittee  and  has  been  instrumental  in  setting  this  hearing 
up,  as  well  as  Kirk  Markva  and  Brian  Davis  of  Congressman 
Manzullo's  staff  and  Doug  Booth  of  Congressman  Hastert's  staff.  It 
takes  a  lot  of  work  putting  these  hearings  together  and  those  folks 
certainly  played  a  major  role  in  helping  us  do  this. 

Our  first  panel  on  our  witness  list  includes  Mr.  Stephen 
Rothblatt,  the  Chief  of  the  Regulation  Development  Branch  of  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  Air  and  Radi- 
ation Division,  in  Chicago,  Illinois.  We  want  to  thank  you  for  being 
with  us  here  today,  Mr.  Rothblatt. 

Alan  Grosboll,  executive  assistant  to  the  Governor  of  the  State 
of  Illinois,  Springfield,  Illinois.  I  would  say  that  Alan  and  I  have 
worked  together  for  a  number  of  years  on  the  Clean  Air  Act  in  var- 
ious respects  as  it  affects  the  entire  State  of  Illinois. 

So  we  want  to  welcome  you  folks  here  and  we  will  begin  with  Mr. 
Rothblatt  and  his  testimony. 

TESTIMONY  OF  STEPHEN  ROTHBLATT,  CHIEF,  REGULATION 
DEVELOPMENT  BRANCH,  U.S.  EPA  REGION  V,  AIR  AND  RADI- 
ATION DIVISION 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

My  name  is  Steve  Rothblatt  and,  as  said,  I  am  the  chief  of  the 
Regulation  Development  Branch  within  the  Air  and  Radiation  Divi- 
sion which  is  part  of  USEPA,  Region  V,  that  is  located  in  Chicago, 
Illinois. 

The  Regulation  Development  Branch  has  responsibility  for 
overseeing  the  development  of  the  employee  commute  options  pro- 
gram, or  the  ECO  Program,  in  Illinois,  and  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  the  subcommittee  today. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  requires  the  implementation  of  an  ECO  Pro- 
gram in  those  areas  of  the  country  that  have  been  classified  as  se- 
vere or  extreme  nonattainment  for  ozone.  Fourteen  areas  in  11 
States  must  implement  an  ECO  Program.  These  areas  include  Los 
Angeles,  San  Diego,  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Baltimore,  Houston, 
Milwaukee,  Northwest  Indiana,  and  the  Chicago  area,  amongst 
others.  Every  State  that  has  been  required  to  adopt  an  ECO  regu- 
lation has  submitted  its  program  to  USEPA  as  required. 

Areas  including  Northeast  Illinois,  which  are  classified  as  severe 
non-attainment  for  ozone,  will  have  to  reduce  emissions  by  a  very 
large  amount  to  achieve  the  health-based  ambient  air  quality 
standard  for  ozone.  A  study  is  currently  underway  for  the  Chicago, 
Milwaukee,  and  Northwest  Indiana  areas,  also  Michigan  is  in- 
cluded in  this  study,  to  determine  what  percentage  reduction  must 
occur.  It  is  expected  that  current  levels  of  emissions,  considering 
growth,  will  be  needed  to  be  reduced  by  as  much  as  40  to  60  per- 
cent or  more  to  achieve  attainment  of  the  ozone  air  quality  stand- 
ard by  the  year  2007.  Implementation  of  numerous  control  meas- 
ures for  stationary,  area  and  mobile  sources  of  emissions  will  have 
to  occur  in  order  to  achieve  this  percentage  reduction.  Automobiles 
are  the  single  largest  contributor  to  ozone  pollution  in  the  Chicago 
area. 


To  solve  the  ozone  air  pollution  problem,  the  Clean  Air  Act  man- 
dates that  specific  programs  be  implemented.  In  addition,  States 
are  required  to  select  and  implement  sufficient  other  control  meas- 
ures to  achieve  attainment  of  the  ozone  air  quality  standard.  Lit- 
erally dozens  of  control  measures  will  have  to  be  implemented  to 
achieve  the  ozone  air  quality  standard.  The  emission  reduction  con- 
tribution from  each  control  measure  will  play  a  significant  and  im- 
portant role  in  achieving  clean  air.  The  ECO  Program  is  one  of  the 
mandated  Clean  Air  Act  Programs  and  it  will  ultimately  play  an 
important  role  in  ensuring  cleaner,  more  healthful  air. 

One  of  the  primary  reasons  it  has  been  difficult  to  achieve  better 
ozone  air  quality  is  a  significant  growth  in  the  use  of  the  auto- 
mobile. Vehicle  miles  traveled  over  the  past  25  years  have  experi- 
enced a  growth  rate  which  is  nearly  three  times  the  rate  of  the 
population  growth.  People  simply  are  driving  far  more  than  they 
used  to.  While  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  have  been  invested 
over  the  past  25  years  to  reduce  vehicle  emissions  by  applying  good 
technology  to  both  the  vehicles  and  the  fuels,  the  growth  in  total 
emissions  due  to  the  growth  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  may  eventu- 
ally outweigh  those  gains.  For  the  time  being,  however,  total  vehi- 
cle emissions  are  declining,  despite  the  growth  in  vehicle  miles 
traveled.  The  growth  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  is  one  of  the  primary 
contributing  factors  to  continued  unhealthful  air  quality. 

The  purpose  of  the  ECO  Program  is  to  reduce  air  pollution 
caused  by  vehicle  traffic  and  congestion  through  reductions  in  the 
number  of  work-related  drive  alone  trips.  Although  work-related 
commute  travel  is  only  about  a  third  of  all  travel,  it  is  uniquely 
suited  to  promote  alternatives  to  single  occupant  travel.  There  are 
concentrations  of  people  going  to  the  same  place  at  the  same  time 
who  can  share  rides.  The  ECO  Program  was  mandated  by  Congress 
because  Congress  believes  there  is  a  need  to  address  how  people 
travel  as  a  part  of  the  solution  to  cleaning  the  air  and  reducing 
traffic  congestion. 

Our  continuing  effort  at  EPA  is  to  make  the  program  work  in 
ways  that  make  sense  at  a  local  level.  It  is  our  intent  to,  within 
the  law,  interpret  it  flexibly  so  as  to  encourage  and  allow  States 
the  opportunities  to  develop  programs  and  seek  ways  to  reduce  ve- 
hicle trips,  without  setting  specific  requirements  on  individuals. 
This  flexibility  will  also  serve  to  minimize  overall  costs. 

There  needs  to  be  a  starting  point  for  changing  travel  behavior, 
so  air  quality  problems  associated  with  single  occupant  automobile 
usage  can  be  solved.  Congress  has  mandated  that  the  starting 
point  be  single  occupancy,  work-related  trips.  The  program,  how- 
ever, should  not  be  thought  of  as  a  short-term  effort.  It  is  really 
the  beginning  of  a  10-  or  20-year  effort  to  expand  people's  choices 
and  opportunities  to  travel. 

Further,  the  funding  provisions  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Trans- 
portation and  Efficiency  Act  make  it  possible  for  Federal  dollars  to 
be  used  for  public  transportation  projects  which  can  support  ECO 
long-range  goals. 

We  believe  that  the  ECO  Program  will  play  a  significant  role  in 
making  people  aware  of  how  they  travel.  This  awareness  will  even- 
tually extend  beyond  work-related  trips  to  trips  taken  throughout 
the  day.  This  awareness  will  have  important  implications  related 


to  traffic  congestion,  air  quality  and  energy  usage.  An  analogy  can 
be  made  with  efforts  to  encourage  recycling.  Ten  years  ago  little  re- 
cycling occurred  and  efforts  to  improve  recycling  met  with  much  re- 
sistance. In  time,  people  will  come  to  view  unnecessary  vehicle 
trips  as  a  waste  of  resources  and  a  harm  to  the  environment.  The 
ECO  alternatives  will  be  seen  as  a  way  in  which  individuals  can 
make  a  difference. 

Finally,  while  this  remains  a  difficult  program  to  implement,  we 
must  really  step  aside  to  commend  the  really  good  efforts  of  the  Il- 
linois EPA  staff  and  the  staff  of  the  Illinois  Department  of  Trans- 
portation. They  are  really  trying  to  make  this  a  good  program, 
workable  in  Illinois,  and  I  think  it  is  worthy  to  recognize  that  good 
effort. 

There  are  positive  aspects  to  this  program  and  they  are  worth- 
while to  keep  in  mind  as  you  consider  the  program.  The  Clean  Air 
Act  does  not  require  any  employer  to  offer  any  specific  package  of 
incentives  to  promote  other  transit  modes.  Some  of  the  most  effec- 
tive measures  cost  little  or  nothing.  Measures  such  as  preferential 
parking  for  car  pools  and  flexible  work  hours.  Many  measures  such 
as  flexible  work  hours  and  the  4-day  work  weeks  are  often  per- 
ceived by  employees  as  an  important  part  of  a  company's  employee 
benefit  program. 

Employees  are  more  likely  to  perceive  an  employer  in  a  positive 
light  for  facilitating  the  employees  ability  to  choose  other  transpor- 
tation modes  and  for  providing  flexibility  in  a  work  schedule  that 
is  more  conducive  to  meeting  family  responsibilities  outside  of 
work.  If  an  employer  is  successful  in  implementing  this  program, 
they  might  enjoy  ancillary  benefits  from  having  a  work  force  which 
has  not  been  fighting  traffic  on  the  way  to  work. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  appear  here  today  and  I  would  be 
pleased  to  answer  any  questions  the  subcommittee  may  have. 

[Mr.  Rothblatt's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rothblatt. 

We  will  now  go  to  Mr.  Grosboll. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ALLEN  GROSBOLL,  EXECUTIVE  ASSISTANT  TO 
THE  GOVERNOR,  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

Mr.  Grosboll.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Alan  Grosboll.  I  work 
for  Governor  Edgar.  I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today. 

I  want  to  just  preface  my  remarks  to  you  by  indicating  that,  in 
these  remarks,  I  have  attempted  to  address  some  things  that  have 
been  asked  of  me.  One  was,  what  are  we  doing  to  try  and  imple- 
ment this  program?  How  are  we  trying  to  do  that  with  the  least 
amount  of  difficulty  as  possible?  What  changes  could  we  have  that 
might  make  the  program  more  easy  to  do?  I  want  to  just  under- 
score before  I  begin  these  remarks  that  we  support  the  Manzullo 
effort  to  hold  this  mandate  back  entirely.  I  want  to  be  real  clear 
on  that  before  I  begin  the  remarks. 

Congressmen,  while  it  is  true  that  Cleveland  may  be  closer  than 
Southern  Illinois,  the  rivers  don't  catch  on  nre  in  Southern  Illinois. 

Chairman  PosHARix  Well,  not  yet. 

Mr.  RoTHBi^TT.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  able  to  submit  testimony 
on  behalf  of  the  State  on  Illinois  and  Governor  Jim  Edgar  before 
this  subcommittee. 


I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  Congressman 
Poshard  for  holding  these  important  hearings  regarding  the  feder- 
ally mandated  employee  commute  option  program,  commonly 
known  as  ECO. 

Governor  Edgar  remains  firmly  committed  to  providing  a  clean 
and  healthy  environment  for  all  of  the  citizens  of  this  State.  In  par- 
ticular, we  understand  our  obligations  with  respect  to  the  Clean 
Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990.  We  are  fully  committed  to  meeting 
the  emission  reduction  targets  for  Illinois.  While  we  are  committed 
to  these  reductions,  we  object  to  Federal  requirements  to  use  ECO 
as  a  tool  regardless  of  its  effectiveness. 

Results  from  California's  experiment  with  the  mandatory  em- 
ployee trip  reduction  program  indicate  that  despite  expenditures  of 
enormous  resources  that  program  has  been  ineffective  in  achieving 
the  targeted  reductions  in  either  vehicle  trips  or  in  air  pollution. 
This  is  hardly  a  program  that  should  serve  as  a  model  to  be  im- 
posed all  across  this  country. 

Estimates  of  the  cost  associated  with  the  ECO  Program  in  Cali- 
fornia have  exceeded  $200  million  annually.  The  actual  trips  re- 
duced as  a  result  of  that  program,  however,  are  considerably  less 
than  originally  projected.  Just  as  an  aside  on  this,  the  goal  of  this 
program,  in  California,  as  elsewhere,  is  to  reduce  emissions  or — 
pardon  me — to  increase  ridership  by  25  percent.  The  actual  num- 
bers to  date  range  somewhere  from  1  to  3  percent. 

In  Illinois  we  cannot  yet  predict  the  overall  costs  of  ECO,  but  we 
can  predict  that  even  a  wildly  successful  program  will  only  remove 
6  to  7  tons  per  day  of  ozone  producing  emissions  and  that  is  when 
the  program  is  fully  in  force.  In  terms  of  our  first  phase-in,  we  are 
looking  at  a  reduction  of  the  emissions  in  the  range  of  2.6  tons  per 
day  and  even  that  is  in  doubt  at  this  stage.  By  contrast  to  those 
numbers,  the  vehicle  inspection  and  maintenance  program,  which 
currently  costs  $22  million  per  year,  promises  to  reduce  80  tons  per 
day  once  the  proposed  technology  enhancements  are  in  place.  In 
addition,  the  full  implementation  of  the  reformulated  gas  program 
has  the  potential  to  remove  over  100  tons  of  emission  each  day. 

Considering  the  dismal  results  from  California  and  the  projected 
benefits  of  various  other  programs  here  in  Illinois,  it  is  obvious 
that  a  mandated,  or  a  mandatory  ECO  Program  is  not  cost  effec- 
tive. Therefore,  we  have  actively  supported  Congressman 
Manzullo's  bill  amending  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  eliminate  the  Fed- 
eral mandate  for  this  program. 

While  ECO  might  be  effective  in  some  areas,  it  is  not  clear  that 
it  is  effective  in  all  areas.  In  Illinois  we  recognize  that  components 
of  an  ECO  Program  might  ultimately  be  appropriate  tools  to  use. 
However,  the  choice  to  use  those  tools  should  be  ours  to  make, 
based  on  benefit  and  cost  analysis  and  after  comparison  with  other 
clean  air  strategies. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  placed  a  substantial  burden  of  meeting  the 
clean  air  standards  on  the  States.  The  States  must  expend  their  re- 
sources to  meet  those  standards  and  run  the  risk  of  suffering  finan- 
cial penalties  for  failure  to  do  so.  Under  these  conditions  the  States 
must  be  allowed  to  be  selective  and  implement  those  strategies 
they  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  effective.  Illinois  is  not  argu- 
ing for  a  relaxation  of  the  clean  air  emission  reduction  targets.  I 


want  to  repeat  that.  We  are  not  arguing  for  reduction  of  those  tar- 
gets. We  are  arguing  that  ECO  should  be  an  option  for  the  States 
to  choose,  not  a  mandate. 

In  addition,  the  imposition  of  an  ECO  Program  may  not  just  fail 
to  reduce  trips,  it  may  exacerbate  problems  associated  with  urban 
sprawl,  because  ECO  affects  only  those  employers  located  in  the 
largest  urbanized  areas  in  the  country.  The  imposition  of  this  pro- 
gram may  serve  to  drive  economic  development  into  more  rural 
areas,  areas  that  do  not  have  ECO  requirements.  As  a  policy  mat- 
ter, we  may  be  prepared  to  accept  the  downsides  of  ECO,  but  only 
if  we  are  convinced  that  the  positives  outweigh  the  negatives. 

Should  the  Congress  be  unable  to  amend  Department  of  Treas- 
ury Clean  Air  Act  to  remove  this  inefficient  and  burdensome  man- 
date, then  it  is  imperative  that  the  USEPA  exhibit  true  flexibility 
in  its  enforcement  of  their  mandate.  This  program  is  unpopular 
with  the  business  community  because  it  requires  behavioral 
changes  at  great  cost  with  questionable  air  quality  results.  While 
the  States  have  the  responsibility  to  implement  this  mandate,  the 
business  community  within  each  State  bears  a  lion's  share  of  the 
financial  burden  associated  with  compliance.  States  must  be  al- 
lowed to  design  programs  which  are  appropriate  and  effective  for 
their  own  circumstances. 

In  a  recent  letter  to  Senator  Lautenberg,  USEPA  Administrator 
Browner  acknowledges  this  fact  by  stating:  The  primary  respon- 
sibility for  designing  and  implementing  the  ECO  Programs  rests 
with  State  and  local  agencies.  While  providing  assistance  and  sup- 
port, EPA  is  granting  these  agencies  substantial  flexibility  to  tailor 
their  ECO  programs  to  their  particular  circumstances. 

The  USEPA  needs  to  embrace  both  the  tone  and  the  substance 
of  Administrator  Browner's  letter.  In  terms  of  the  ECO  Program, 
the  USEPA  can  provide  flexibility  by  not  adhering  to  rigid  and  nar- 
row interpretations  of  the  regulations  and  by  not  relying  on  puni- 
tive sanctions  as  a  means  to  accomplish  their  goals.  A  flexible  pro- 
gram is  one  that  tolerates  diversity  and  choice.  The  States  must 
have  the  opportunity  to  choose  from  a  wide  range  of  diverse  for- 
mats to  design  ECO  Programs  that  make  sense. 

While  Illinois  objects  to  the  mandatory  nature  of  ECO,  I  wish  to 
discuss  how  we  are  coping  with  this  mandate.  Illinois  has  worked 
very  hard  to  develop  a  program  that  is  the  least  burdensome  to  the 
regulated  community,  while  remaining  consistent  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  Through  our  ECO  Advisory  Board,  we  have  worked  very 
closely  with  members  of  the  Illinois  business  community,  some  of 
whom  will  be  speaking  to  you  later  today,  to  develop  a  program 
that  will  meet  the  Federal  requirements  in  a  manner  that  is  appro- 
priate for  Illinois. 

In  order  to  develop  a  program  that  is  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
Northeastern  Illinois,  we  have  sought  and  received  the  assistance 
from  groups  like  State  and  regional  chambers  of  commerce,  busi- 
ness and  management  associations,  labor  unions  and  transit  pro- 
viders. The  common  issue  identified  by  each  of  these  groups  was 
flexibility.  Just  as  no  one  ECO  Program  is  appropriate  for  every 
State,  no  one  ECO  compliance  strategy  is  appropriate  for  every 
business.   Illinois   has  developed   a  program   that  allows   affected 
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business  to  select  that  strategy,  or  set  of  strategies,  that  is  most 
appropriate  for  their  particular  circumstances. 

Throughout  the  development  of  the  ECO  Program  in  Illinois,  we 
have  been  striving  to  make  the  best  that  we  can  make  of  a  bad  sit- 
uation. While  it  is  impossible  to  create  a  program  that  everyone 
will  embrace,  we  can  create  one  that  is  less  burdensome  and  more 
cost  effective  for  your  constituency. 

As  I  conclude  my  testimony,  let  me  reiterate  that  Illinois  is  com- 
mitted to  cleaner  air.  We  are  here  today  asking  for  greater  flexibil- 
ity to  choose  and  design  the  tools  that  we  use  to  meet  our  obliga- 
tion. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  be  here. 

[Mr.  Grosboll's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Let  me  ask  Mr.  Rothblatt  a  few  questions 
here,  if  I  may,  and  then  we  will  get  on  to  the  Governor's  represent- 
ative. 

Mr.  Rothblatt,  Administrator  Browner  has  said  that  the  EPA  will 
trv  to  be  as  flexible  as  possible  in  enforcing  the  provisions  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendments.  I  wonder  if  it  is  possible  for  you  to 
clarify,  for  the  local  business  people  who  are  here,  just  what  will 
be  acceptable  in  terms  of  business-by-business  compliance,  if  this 
ECO  standard  remains  as  it  is? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  First,  I  should  note  that  the  Illinois  EPA  sub- 
mitted in  July  a  SIP  provision  to  us  and  we  are  obligated  to  go 
through  Administrative  Procedure  Act  rulemaking  to  take  action 
on  that  program.  So,  I  can't  speak  with  any  kind  of  finality.  Some 
of  the  issues  really  haven't  gone  through  all  of  the  necessary  re- 
views. We  have  just  really  begun  doing  the  review  of  the  plan. 

The  letter  to  Senator  Lautenberg  from  Administrator  Browner 
really  discusses  the  different  kinds  of  flexibilities  that  we  not  only 
support  but  we  encourage.  We  want  to  make  these  programs  work. 
I  have  an  actual  copy  of  the  Lautenberg  letter,  but  it  talks  of  many 
things — for  example,  it  talks  of  the  flexibility  on  seasonal  controls. 
It  talks  of  making  sure  that  people  understand  that  if  companies 
attempt  in  good  faith  to  carry  out  the  programs,  there  is  no  penalty 
to  the  company  for  failing  to  meet  the  target.  We  recognize  that  it 
is  unfair  to  put  that  extra  burden  on  companies.  As  long  as  they, 
in  good  faith,  develop  plans  as  necessary. 

Furthermore,  as  to  the  State  itself,  if  the  State  fails  to  meet  the 
overall  target,  again,  no  Clean  Air  Act  sanction,  no  penalties.  As 
long  as  the  State  comes  in  and  makes  plans  and  revises  the  plans 
as  necessary. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Excuse  me  for  one  moment.  On  the  busi- 
ness-to-business level  with  respect  to  the  implementation  of  this 
plan,  then  if  the  employer  drafts  a  compliance  plan  that  is  accept- 
able to  the  State  and  they  are  making  a  good  faith  effort  to  meet 
that  compliance  standard,  the  EPA  will  not  impose  any  sanctions 
or  penalties  against  that  individual  business  if  they  don't  reach 
that  specific  goal? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Yes,  that  is  absolutely  correct.  The  State  may  go 
back  to  the  company  and  ask  the  company  to  revise  the  plan  in 
some  way,  at  some  future  time,  but  that  is  actually  correct.  There 
is  no  penalty  for  not  meeting  the  goals,  so  long  as  a  good  faith  ef- 
fort was  made. 
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Chairman  POSHARD.  Let  me  ask  you  to  address  Mr.  Grosboll's  as- 
sertion that  the  vehicle  inspection  laws,  combined  with  the  refor- 
mulated gas  program,  ought  to  be  the  primary  focus  and,  in  fact, 
would  be  much  more  significant  in  terms  of  environmental  quality 
achievement  than  this  particular  program  would  be.  Could  you 
speak  to  that  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  Sure.  In  solving  a  problem  that  calls  for  a  very, 
very  large  percentage  reduction,  40  to  60  percent  off  of  the  1990 
base  line  year,  in  emissions  of  volatile  organic  chemicals,  there  is 
going  to  be  some  big  chunks  and  many,  many  little  chunks  to  the 
process.  So,  those  easier,  more  cost  effective  approaches  should  be 
done.  They  are  being  done,  in  fact,  the  Clean  Air  Act  mandates 
that  many  of  these  be  done.  Further,  the  State  itself  is  looking  into 
other  strategies  that  may  not  be  as  cost  effective  on  the  margin. 
I  almost  view  this  as  slicing  a  salami  as  the  salami  gets  thinner 
and  thinner  slices.  In  order  to  reach  the  goal,  all  of  the  different 
elements  need  to  be  combined  together,  not  just  the  big,  the  easy 
hits. 

Chairman  Poshard.  It  is  my  understanding,  and  could  both  of 
you  speak  to  this  question — it  is  my  understanding  that  EPA,  the 
Federal  EPA  does  have  some  problems  with  the  Illinois  plan  as  it 
has  been  submitted  at  this  point  in  time.  Is  that  true  or  not  true, 
or  has  it  been  approved  by  the  Federal  EPA? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  I  think  it  is,  or  I  know  it  is,  premature  to  an- 
swer that  question.  The  plan  was  submitted  in  July.  We  made  a 
finding  that  it  met  our  minimum  completeness  criteria.  The  next 
step  of  our  review  is  to  determine  whether  it  meets  the  approval 
criteria  and  that  is  what  we  are  investigating  now.  When  we  com- 
plete our  work,  we  will  publish  it  in  the  Federal  Register.  So,  I 
don't  even  have  authority  to  comment  on  that,  really,  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Grosboll.  Well,  let  me  just  say  this,  and  I  am  probably  not 
the  best  person  to  speak  to  exactly  where  we  are  in  the  process, 
both  DOT  and  EPA  are  here  and  are  more  involved  in  that  than 
I  am. 

I  think  our  concerns  on  this  issue  of  where  we  stand  are,  first 
off,  there  are  definitions  that  are  still  being  argued  about  in  terms 
of  how  to  do  calculations.  How  the  agency  comes  down,  ultimately 
on  those  definitions,  will  play  a  very  big  role  in  terms  of  our  ability 
to  respond  to  this  program.  I  think  the  second  area  that  we  still 
have  some  uncomfortableness  with  is  that,  while  the  Browner  let- 
ter speaks  to  the  issue  of  flexibility  and  it  speaks  to  the  issue  of 
we  are  not  going  to  come  down  with  these  punitive  actions,  I  still 
think  it  begs  the  question,  well,  what  happens  if  some  businesses 
don't  comply  or  don't  produce  results? 

Therefore,  the  State  doesn't  produce  results.  In  fact,  the  State 
may  not  produce  results  even  if  every  business  in  the  State  com- 
plies. Let's  say  we  have  businesses  that  don't  comply  or  don't  make 
as  good  a  faith  effort  as  you  think  they  should,  they  can't  be  pun- 
ished, apparently.  So,  then  what  happens  to  the  State?  I  mean,  at 
some  point  is  there  not  some  hammer  that  comes  down?  That  is 
the  concern  I  have  got.  It  is  that,  particularly  when  you  underscore 
that  with  the  minimal  amount  of  results  that  are  coming  from  this, 
my  point  about  those  other  two  programs,  one  producing  80  tons 
of  reduction  and  the  other  reducing  by  100  tons  in  this  one  State. 
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We  are  sitting  here  arguing  whether  or  not  we  should  be  mandat- 
ing a  program  that  may,  when  all  is  said  and  done,  reduce  maybe 
1  or  2  tons,  and  that  is  a  national  mandate  that  has  been  set. 

The  problem  comes  in,  the  State  is  still  unclear  what  happens  to 
our  Federal  dollars  and  what  happens  to  our  programs  if  we  just 
simply  don't  see  the  levels  of  compliance  that  the  agency  believes 
we  should  see? 

Chairman  POSHARD.  Let  me  ask  you,  Alan,  to  follow-up  on  that. 
With  respect  to  the  future  then,  if  Federal  law  does  not  require  Illi- 
nois to  have  an  ECO  plan  or  if  we  made  it  optional,  as  Don's  bill 
would  certainly  do,  would  the  State  law  likely  be  implemented  at 
that  point  in  time  or  would  it  be  repealed? 

Mr.  Grosboll.  I  would  suspect  that  we  would  take  whatever  ac- 
tion would  be  necessary  in  the  legislature  to  pull  back  on  that  com- 
ponent. It  used  to  be,  going  back  to  when  you  were  in  the  Senate, 
that  when  we  had  Federal  mandates  that  we  were  to  get  into  com- 
pliance with  through  State  legislation,  we  merely  went  to  the  legis- 
lature, we  explained  it  and,  usually,  we  got  it  through.  On  the  last 
couple  we  have  had  an  extraordinarily  difficult  time,  both  in  terms 
of  this  program  as  well  as  the  enhanced  INM  Program,  getting 
those  through  the  legislature.  We  have  done  it,  but  it  was  only 
after  a  considerable  amount  of  arguing  and  having  to  convince  peo- 
ple who  this  was  real.  My  guess  is  the  legislature  would  be  thrilled 
if  we  came  back  and  said,  by  the  way,  we  don't  have  to  do  this. 
So,  we  would  react  in  that  fashion. 

Let  me  answer,  if  I  can,  just  one  other  thing  that  was  a  part  of 
that.  That  is,  if  the  mandate  is  not  withdrawn,  then  we  would 
move  to  the  next  level  which  would  be  to  say,  let's  define  these 
back  up  things  a  little  better.  For  example,  the  issue  of  seasonal 
controls  or  the  episodic  control  concept,  both  of  which  we  think 
makes  absolute  sense.  I  am  not  sure  why  we  are  regulating  in 
months  where  we  have  no  problem.  Particularly  when  you  consider 
that  if  we  regulate  in  the  months  when  we  have  no  problems,  the 
so-called  "savings"  or  reductions  that  you  get  in  those  out-months 
have  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  reducing  the  problems  in  the 
bad  months.  There  is  no  correlation  there. 

The  reason  why  we  are  in  a  situation  where  we  may  be  regulat- 
ing all  year,  aside  from  the  fact  that  that  is  how  the  program  start- 
ed, is  because  of  the  credits  we  get  from  it,  the  way  the  whole  cal- 
culation is  done.  So,  if  this  program  is  not  repealed,  then  the  next 
step  should  be  to  say,  how  do  we  get  into  these  episodic  control  pro- 
grams or  seasonal  programs,  in  a  fashion  that  doesn't  penalize 
State  governments. 

Chairman  Poshard.  So  you  are  not  saying  then  that  if  this  is 
cast  aside  and  there  is  no  mandate  that  the  State  would  not  at- 
tempt to  resolve  the  problems  that  are  associated  with  air  quality 
in  this  area.  You  would  just  prefer  it  to  be  in  a  voluntary  way  and 
you  think  there  are  things,  significantly,  that  the  State  would  un- 
dertake of  a  voluntary  nature  to  achieve  that  quality? 

Mr.  Grosboll.  Sure.  We  do  not  have  a  magic  wand  today  that 
we  can  wave  and  reduce  our  problems  by  the  so-called  "50  to  60 
percent  range"  that  we  are  going  to  have  to.  We  do  know  that  we 
put  a  plan  together  and  I  think  you  will  concur  with  this.  We  put 
a  plan  together  for  the  first  part,  which  is  a  15  percent  reduction, 
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which  is  then  to  be  followed,  subsequently,  by  3  percent  reductions 
every  year  until  2007. 

We  don't  have  every  year  figured  out  yet.  We  have  got  the  first 
one,  the  15  percent,  done  and  we  are  working  on  the  next  level.  So, 
I  can't  tell  you  today  that  we  have  got  it  figured  out  every  year 
down  the  line,  but  I  can  tell  you  that  we  will  be  working  along 
those  lines.  It  is  an  obligation  we  have  to  meet  and  we  will  meet 
it.  We  just  don't  want  to  have  ECO  as  a  absolute  mandate.  We  are 
spending  more  time  on  this  one  mandate,  right  now,  than  we  are 
on  all  sorts  of  other  strategies  that  we  ought  to  be  spending  our 
time  on. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Mr.  Manzullo. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Rothblatt,  I  have  a  couple  of  questions  here.  Number  one,  we 
never  did  determine  how  McHenry  County  got  to  be  classified  as 
a  severe  as  opposed  to  a  serious.  My  understanding  is  that  there 
were  a  number  of  reporting  stations  that  were  set  up  throughout 
the  Chicago  Metropolitan  Area;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Yes,  that  is  right.  They  really  ring  the  Chicago 
area,  and  a  number  of  them  actually  within  and  then  all  the  way 
up  north,  also,  north  into  Wisconsin,  across  the  lake  in  Michigan 
and  then  also  in  Indiana. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  There  were  what,  17  stations  all  together? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  I  don't  know  the  exact  number,  but  there  are 
quite  a  number. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  My  understanding  is  that  we  were  classified  as 
severe  based  upon  one  reporting  station  in  Chiwaukee;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Yes,  that  would  be — I  don't  have  the  data  right 
in  front  of  me,  but  it  is  in  a  Wisconsin  station,  there.  I  think  it  is 
Chiwaukee. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Then  it  was  subsequently  determined,  was  it  not, 
that  there  was  an  error  in  that  station  itself;  isn't  that  correct? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Not  for  the  years  of  relevance  to  the  classifica- 
tion, which  are  1987,  1988,  and  1989.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  USEPA 
had  done  studies  of  the  Wisconsin  network  as  a  whole  and  found 
the  data  to  be  good  data.  I  have  a  letter  that  we  had  sent.  It  was 
sent  in  response  to  a  question  along  the  lines  you  are  asking. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  But  the  issue  is  that  of  all  the  reporting  stations 
ringing  the  entire  Chicago  area,  which  includes  our  county,  that  it 
was  only  at  one  station  where  the  level  of  air  quality  was  deemed 
to  be  not  acceptable;  isn't  that  correct? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Well,  there  were  many  stations  above  the  health 
based  standard.  It  was  that  station,  though,  that  was  the  one  that 
was  so  high  it  triggered  the  area  into  the  severe  2007  attainment 
category. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  So  it  was  one  station  out  of — what  is  it?  Is  it  17 
or  23?  Who  has  the  number  of  stations? 

Chairman  Poshard.  Dennis  should  know  that. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Was  it  23  stations? 

Mr.  Hastert.  Twenty-four. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Twenty-four  stations,  so  1  out  of  24  and  that  was 
for  what  period  of  time,  for  2  days,  1  day,  1  hour,  2  hours? 
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Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  Each  violation  hour  is  to  represent  that  day  the 
way  the  standard  is  set  up.  So,  there  would  be  a  number  of  days. 
Now,  there  were  many  days  over  the  standard,  in  that  time  period, 
'88,  '87,  where  we  had  a  number  of  hot  summers. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Two  days. 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  But  that  was  the  very  high  levels.  There  were 
many  days  at  less  high  levels. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  So  there  were  2  days  in  one  station,  out  of  24 
stations,  that  caused  McHenry  County  to  go  from  a  serious  to  a  se- 
vere; isn't  that  correct? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  I  don't  have  the  exact  number  of  days,  but  it  is 
approximately  correct. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  I  mean,  that  is  pretty  small.  I  mean  you  have 
to  admit  that  is  a  pretty  small  period  of  time  and  1  station  out  of 
24? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  It  is  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  It  is  small  compared  to  Los  Angeles,  which  I 
think  has  60  to  80  percent  of  the  stations  were  in  violation.  Have 
you  examined  that  facility  in  Chiwaukee? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Our  people  who  do  quality  assurance  have  ex- 
amined it.  quality  assurance.  I  don't  know  if  Pat,  who  is  with  me 
here,  has  any  further  knowledge  of  that,  but  we  have  not  found  a 
problem  as  it  currently  is  operating.  There  was  some  question, 
though,  raised  as  to  the  data  in  the  years,  I  think  it  was,  '90,  '91, 
'92.  There  was  some  question  on  the  Wisconsin  system.  Although, 
even  that  was  within  the  USEPA  bound  of  acceptability. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Which  is  what? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  It  runs  plus  or  minus  15  percent,  but  as  of  that 
time 

Mr.  Manzullo.  So  I  guess  the  reason  that  the  people  in 
McHenry  County  are  very  much  upset  with  what  happened  here  is 
that  this  facility  in  Chiwaukee,  I  understand,  is  in  a  fog.  It  rep- 
resents 1  of  24  facilities.  EPA  came  out  with  a  letter,  itself,  that 
said  that  there  was  a  test  made  and  that  particular  facility  was 
malfunctioning  at  a  certain  period  of  time.  Just  for  a  2-hour  period 
of  time  out  of  2  years,  1  out  of  24,  that  caused  the  entire  area  to 
go  from  a  serious  to  a  severe;  isn't  that  correct? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Well,  that  is  one  way  to  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  That  is  a  pretty  simplistic  view,  but  isn't  that 
what  happened? 

Mr.  RoTHBl^TT.  The  ozone  standard  is  written  as:  "when  the  ex- 
pected number  of  days  per  calendar  year  with  maximum  hourly  av- 
erage concentrations  above  0.12  part  per  million  is  equal  to  or  less 
than  1." 

Thus,  the  monitoring  data  for  an  area  may  exceed  the  standard 
many  house  during  one  calendar  day  but  that  day  is  only  counted 
as  one  exceedance  day.  Also,  an  area  which  has  a  large  number  of 
monitoring  sites  can  exceed  the  standard  at  many  sites  on  the 
same  day  and  this  counts  as  only  one  exceedance  day.  When  evalu- 
ating the  monitoring  data,  each  site  is  evaluated  individually,  thus 
one  site  must  exceed  the  standard  on  3  or  more  days  over  a  period 
of  3  years  before  this  is  considered  a  violation. 

During  1987,  10  ozone  monitoring  sites  operated  in  Cook  County, 
Illinois  and  reported  data.  All  these  sites  exceeded  the  ozone  stand- 
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ard  during  1987.  At  the  site  at  Evanston,  the  ozone  standards  was 
exceeded  on  6  different  days.  During  1988,  10  ozone  sites  in  Cook 
County  reported  data  and  8  sites  recorded  exceedances  of  the  ozone 
standard.  The  Evanston  site  again  recorded  the  most  exceedance 
days  with  16  days  exceeding  the  ozone  standard.  The  ozone  con- 
centrations at  the  Evanston  site  were  above  the  serious  classifica- 
tion cutoff  of  0.180  on  3  different  days — concentrations  of  0.215, 
0.215  and  0.186  parts  per  milhon  (ppm)  were  recorded. 

The  Waukegan  site  in  Lake  County,  Illinois  exceeded  the  ozone 
standard  on  7  days  during  1987  and  on  11  days  during  1988.  The 
ozone  concentrations  at  this  site  reached  a  high  of  0.178  and  0.173 
during  1987  and  1988  respectively. 

In  determining  a  design  value  for  an  ozone  site,  the  design  value 
is  generally  the  fourth  highest  daily  ozone  concentration.  At  the 
Chiwaukee  site — which  exceeded  the  standard  on  18  days  during 
1988 — the  highest  daily  ozone  concentrations  during  1988  were: 
0.222,  0.193,  0.190  and  0.187.  Thus,  four  days  during  1988  ex- 
ceeded the  serious  classification  and  were  in  the  severe  classifica- 
tion. The  Chiwaukee  site  began  operation  during  1988  and  thus  did 
not  have  1987  data  to  consider.  In  this  situation  the  third  highest 
value  is  used  for  the  design  value. 

A  second  ozone  site  in  Kenosha,  Wisconsin  also  recorded  ozone 
concentrations  above  the  serious  classification  cutoff  of  0.180  ppm. 
During  1987,  this  site  recorded  a  daily  1  hours  high  of  0.219  ppm. 
During  1988,  this  site  recorded  0.192  and  0.181  ppm  for  daily  1 
hours  high  concentrations. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Then  let  me  ask  you  another  question.  In  your 
testimony,  you  stated  on  page  three,  and  let  me  quote  here:  "Al- 
though work-related  commute  travel  is  only  about  one-third  of  all 
travel,  it  is  uniquely  suited  to  promote  alternatives  the  single  occu- 
pant vehicle  travel.  There  are  concentrations  of  people  going  to  the 
same  place  at  the  same  time  who  can  share  rides." 

This  is  in  your  testimony? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  Right. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  That  doesn't  exist  in  McHenry  County.  We  do 
not  have  concentrations  of  people  going  to  the  same  place  at  the 
same  time  who  can  share  rides. 

Mr.  RoTHBi^TT.  I  believe  that  came  about  with  the  start  of  shifts 
at  large  factories,  people  coming  to  begin  work  at  that  shift. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  What  I  am  saying  is,  it  says,  there  are  con- 
centrations of  people  going  to  the  same  place  at  the  same  time  who 
can  share  rides.  We  don't  have  that  here.  This  is  a  one  size  fit  all 
and  that  is  what  is  very  upsetting  to  the  people  who  are  in  this 
community.  Do  you  understand  also  that  McHenry  County  College 
has  to  comply  with  ECO.  The  teachers  and  administrators  do,  but 
the  students  don't. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Don,  can  you  excuse  me  for  1  second  please? 

Steve  Studeman  from  KAC  there  is  an  emergency  phone  call. 

I  am  sorry,  please  proceed. 

Mr.  RoTHHi^TT.  I  believe  the  reason  is  that  the  students  are  not 
employees. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  But  they  are  driving  cars.  What  difference  does 
it  make  if  they  are  employees?  I  mean  who  drives  the  oldest  cars, 
teachers  and  administrators  or  students? 
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Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Teachers. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Teachers,  yes,  right. 

Mr.  ROTHBI^TT.  That  is  certainly  something  the  State  can  make 
as  a  voluntary  addition  to  the  program. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  But  it  is  not  voluntary.  I  mean  high  schools  in 
this  county  that  employ  more  than  100  administrators,  cafeteria 
workers  and  teachers,  those  people  have  to  comply  with  ECO,  but 
the  students  don't? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  Right. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Does  that  make  sense? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Well,  the  State,  I  think,  is  trying  to  set  what  are 
the  minimum  number  of  people  who  can  be  covered  by  the  program 
by  using  the  definition  of  who  is  an  employee.  To  the  extent  it 
makes  sense,  the  State  can  bring  in  others  later  in  the  program  as 
this  program  begins  to  work.  That  might  make  sense  for  the  future, 
but  right  now  it  is  just  not  required. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  But  it  doesn't  make  sense  for  now.  I  am  just  try- 
ing to  make  sense  out  of  how  we  got  here  and  how  a  rural  county 
like  McHenry  County  that  has  absolutely  no  public  transportation 
is  supposed  to  fit  into  a  one  size  fit  all  category  the  same  way  peo- 
ple who  live  near  the  L  and  Metro  in  the  urban  areas  of  Chicago 
can  get  on  the  public  transportation  and  whisk  down  to  the  Con- 
tinental Bank.  I  mean  this  is  not  downtown  Chicago. 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Right.  It  is  why  our  hope  that  long-term,  the 
ISTEA,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficienty  Act, 
might  provide  additional  funding  for  commuting  or  commuting 
availability  for  factories  in  the  outlying  suburban  areas. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Now,  you  are  talking  about  using  ISTEA  funds 
to  build  a  subway  system  in  McHenry  County,  so  people  can  com- 
mute from  rural  Harvard  into  Crystal  Lake? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  Well,  some  type,  be  it  vanpoohng.  There  are  a 
number  of  different  gradations  of  public  transportation  that  would 
be  allowed  under  the  ISTEA  funding. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  But  there  is  no  money  for  that.  We  are  coming 
here  and  saying  we  have  got  a  rural  county  that  has  been,  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  unjustly  categorized  as  a  large  city.  You  are 
saying  that  our  air  here  is  dirty,  and  saying  that,  well,  we  are  just 
going  to  have  a  voluntary  reduction  and  25  percent  of  the  people 
are  now  going  to  walk  to  work. 

In  fact,  I  read  the  letter  from  Carol  Browner.  It  talks  about  en- 
couraging people  to  walk  or  run  to  work  and  then  as  an  incentive 
providing  showers  and  lockers.  I  mean,  I  just  can't  see  any  common 
sense  being  folded  into  this.  Wouldn't  it  make  sense,  Stephen, 
wouldn't  it  make  sense,  to  allow  each  State  the  flexibility  to  say, 
ECO  will  work  here  or  ECO  will  not  the  work  here,  as  opposed  to 
having  the  Federal  Government  mandate  that  ECO  will  work  m 
every  here  in  this  country? 

Mr.  RoTHBi>ATT.  That  certainly  is  a  judgment  that  can  be  made. 
We  think  long-term  this  is  a  good  program,  but  we  really  have  to 
look  at  it  as  a  long-term  program.  I  don't  think  we  are  going  to  see 
near-term  solutions.  I  also  believe — and  when  I  was  growing  up  on 
the  north  side,  in  Cook  County,  there  was  just  over  the  State  Ime 
in  Lake  County  a  very  undeveloped  area.  Now  it  is  just  a  congested 
traffic  jam  area  along  the  Lake/Cook  corridor.  People  who  live  out 
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in  a  beautiful  area  like  this  may  view  that  it  is  rural,  it  is  pristine, 
how  could  we  ever  have  congestion  here.  Yet,  within  20  years,  if 
the  same  thing  happens  as  there,  we  could  have  congestion  right 
here  in  the  Crystal  Lake  area. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Well,  we  have  it  already,  but  ECO  would  do 
nothing  to  alleviate  this,  if  it  means  people  wouldn't  be  able  to  go 
to  work. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Don,  we  are  going  to  have  to  go  to  Mr. 
Hastert,  right  now,  for  his  line  of  questioning. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you. 

I  would  like  to  follow-up  on  a  couple  of  things  that  Congressman 
Manzullo  was  talking  about.  One  is  the  margin  of  error  on  the 
monitoring  of  the  data.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  policy  of 
a  plus  or  minus  15  percent  margin,  which  you  talked  about,  margin 
of  error  in  monitoring  data,  was  established  in  1977  for  purposes 
of  area  designation.  Additionally,  this  margin  of  error  was  defined 
to  correct  for  unknown  errors,  not  those  which  can  be  identified. 
With  the  1990  amendments  narrowing  the  ozone  categories,  the 
significance  of  even  minor  errors  can  now  have  a  large  economic 
impact  on  affected  areas  without  corresponding  environmental  ben- 
efit. What  plans,  if  any,  does  EPA  have  to  revisit  this  arbitrary 
margin  of  error? 

I  think  I  want  to,  again,  make  it  perfectly  clear,  this  is  an  error 
that  you  could  identify  and  correct  the  calibration.  It  was  a  calibra- 
tion error  that  you  had  in  the  equipment  in  Wisconsin,  not  an  un- 
known error. 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  As  to  the  relevant  years  for  the  designation,  we 
have  found  no  such  error  in  the  Wisconsin  situation.  Although,  as 
I  was  pointing  out,  in  other  years 

Mr.  Hastert.  Wait  a  minute.  Region  V  has  agreed  that  some  of 
the  monitors  were  not  properly  calibrated,  including  the  one  in 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  For  which  years,  though? 

Mr.  Hastert.  The  years  that  were  involved  in  the  study. 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Maybe  Pat  Morris,  who  is  with  us,  can  comment 
on  that  difference.  She  is  one  of  our  technical  people. 

Ms.  Morris.  It  was  during  the  1991 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Pat,  do  you  want  to  come  up  here  and  be 
on  record  with  respect  to  your  testimony?  Maybe  you  could  share 
Mr.  Rothblatt's  microphone  here,  or  there  is  another  mike  there. 
You  can  sit  there.  You  may  need  to  pull  that  mike  closer  to  you. 

Ms.  Morris.  It  is  my  understanding  that  it  was  during  the  1991 
field  study. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Hold  on  1  second.  You  will  have  to  use  the 
other  mike,  I  am  sorry. 

Ms.  Morris.  Can  you  hear  me  now? 

Chairman  Poshard.  Yes. 

Ms.  Morris.  It  was  during  the  1991  field  study  for  the  Lake 
Michigan  ozone  program  that  they  found  an  identifiable  bias  in  the 
ozone  data  in  Wisconsin,  but  during  the  years  1987,  1988,  and 
1989  there  was  no  identifiable  bias  in  the  data. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Was  it  the  same  equipment? 

Ms.  Morris.  It  was  the  same  type  of  monitoring  equipment,  yes. 
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Mr.  Hastert.  But  was  it  the  same  station  which  issued  the  red 
flag.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Ms.  Morris.  In  Chiwaukee? 

Mr.  Hastert.  Yes. 

Ms.  Morris.  The  Chiwaukee  station  did  have  an  identifiable  bias 
during  1991. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Was  it  not  the  same  equipment  that  you  had  in 
1978,  or  1987,  1988,  and  1989? 

Ms.  Morris.  It  could  have  been. 

Mr.  Hastert.  You  don't  know? 

Ms.  Morris.  I  don't  know  for  sure,  no. 

Mr.  Hastert.  So,  I  mean,  you  finally  found  a  problem  with  the 
calibration  in  1989,  1990,  or  1991,  whatever  you  said,  but  that 
doesn't  mean  that  that  error  of  calibration  was  not  there  before  you 
found  it;  is  that  correct? 

Ms.  Morris.  That  is  right.  It  does  not  mean  that,  because  each 
year  the  transfer  standard — the  calibration  equipment  is  taken  to 
the  USEPA  Region  V  Office  and  checked  against  standard  ref- 
erence equipment.  So,  if  there  was  a  problem  during  1991,  it 
doesn't  mean  that  there  was  necessarily  a  problem  during  other 
years. 

Mr.  Hastert.  But  it  doesn't  mean  that  there  wasn't  a  problem 
either.  To  follow  that  up,  this,  your  additional  plus  or  minus  15 
percentage  points,  was  to  correct  an  unknown  error.  Here  is  some- 
thing that  you  know  what  the  error  is.  So,  your  standard  of  plus 
or  minus  15  should  not  have  been  applied  to  something  where  you 
have  a  known  error. 

Ms.  Morris.  We  looked  at  the  entire  network  during  1987  and 
all  of  the  monitoring  equipment  throughout  the  Wisconsin  network 
was  within  acceptable  limits.  There  was  no  identified  bias.  V/here- 
as,  in  1991  there  was  an  identifiable  bias.  I  don't  think  they  really 
determined  what  was  causing  it,  but  it  was  an  identifiable  bias. 

Mr.  Hastert.  We  were  told  by  Region  V  that  it  was  calibration. 

I  would  like  to  go  on.  In  the  Cfhicago  area,  as  most  other  growing 
metropolitan  areas  of  the  country,  growth  and  work  trips  are  sub- 
urb-to-suburb where  there  is  a  limited  transit  service.  Because  of 
Chicago's  excellent  transportation  system  for  commuting 

Maybe  you  need  to  stay  here  to  answer  some  questions,  I  am  not 
sure. 

Chairman  POSHARD.  Why  don't  you  stay  with  us  just  in  case. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Because  of  Chicago's  excellent  transit  system  for 
commuting  into  the  city,  of  which  the  Burlington  Northern  has 
maintained  the  best  service  in  the  country  for  the  past  25  years  in 
national  rating,  our  loop  employers  have  an  average  passenger  oc- 
cupancies in  double  digits.  Suburban  areas,  however,  generally 
maintain  almost  a  one-to-one  ratio  of  employee  to  vehicle.  Rural 
communities,  such  as  McHenry  and  the  areas  that  I  represent  and 
the  rural  Fox  Valley  area,  included  in  these  metropolitan  statistical 
areas,  are  even  more  adversely  impacted. 

In  short,  employers  in  the  city  of  Chicago  essentially  will  not 
have  to  expend  a  considerable  amount  of  time  or  money  implement- 
ing the  program  because  of  the  mass  transit  available  to  them. 
Suburban  employers,  on  the  other  hand,  will  be  required  to  meet 
a  target  that  is  more  than  25  percent  higher  than  their  current  ve- 
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hide  occupancy.  Thus,  in  Northern  IlHnois,  the  burden  of  imple- 
menting this  program  is  primarily  being  placed  on  the  six  collar 
counties.  Wouldn't  you  agree  that  this  is  inequitable,  especially 
when  most  of  the  pollution  is  within  Cook  County  and,  even  more 
so,  within  the  city  of  Chicago.  What  measures  can  Region  V  EPA 
suggest  to  correct  this  inequity? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  There  is  no  question,  but  that  a  downtown 
central  business  district  employer  has  a  very  high  occupancy  due 
to  their  using  transit.  The  employees  within  the  city  of  Chicago 
that  are  further  away  from  the  central  business  district  have  less 
of  a  transit  infrastructure  and  some  of  them,  depending  on  their 
particular  location  in  relation  to  public  transportation,  may  have  a 
problem.  I  certainly  agree  with  you,  the  ones  furthest  out  have  the 
most  to  go. 

The  way  the  State  of  Illinois  approached  this,  and  here,  as  Mr. 
Grosboll  had  pointed  out,  they  are  testing  our  flexibility.  The  way 
they — they  meaning  the  State — calculated  the  average  vehicle  occu- 
pancy, that  set  the  target  level,  the  way  it  was  done,  was  done  not 
counting  transit  riders  as  it  was  developed.  Hence,  a  suburban 
area,  an  outlying  area,  is  not  penalized  because  the  central  busi- 
ness district  has  a  very  highly  developed  infrastructure.  Such  a 
suburban  or  outlying  area  is  really  put  in  a  very  similar  situation 
as  a  company  in  the  rural  or  outlying  fringe  of  Milwaukee,  that  is, 
one  of  the  collar  counties  of  Milwaukee  or  Northwest  Indiana. 

I  thought  it  was  a  very  bold  step  by  the  State.  We  will  have  to 
see  whether  it  meets  our  test  and  that  is  one  of  the  things  we  will 
be  looking  at.  I  think  that  is  really  the  key,  very  important  thing 
that  was  done  by  the  State  there.  I  don't  have  anymore  advice  be- 
yond that. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Let  me  follow  up  then,  especially  in  this  whole 
area  of  flexibility.  In  response  to  one  of  my  questions  during  the 
recent  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  hearing.  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrator Mary  Nichols  stated  the  EPA  is  committed  to  providing 
maximum  flexibility  to  States  and  local  businesses  implementing 
this  program.  What  instructions  have  you  received  from  EPA  head- 
quarters regarding  the  issue  of  flexibility?  In  short,  what  types  of 
measures  are  allowable  and  which  are  not? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  I  think  the  two  areas  that  we  received  informa- 
tion on  flexibility — Well,  first  of  all,  we  receive  information  verbally 
as  well  as  in  writing. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Is  there  a  difference  in  what  you  receive  verbally 
and  in  writing?  That  is  interesting  to  know. 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  No,  what  I  am  pointing  out  is,  there  are  ongoing 
discussions  and  clarifications  to  see  how  far  is  far.  No,  it  is  not  a 
difference,  but  it  is  more  of 

Mr.  Hastert.  There  would  be  concern  if  you  were  being  told  one 
thing  verbally  and  another  thing  in  writing. 

Mr.  RoTHBi^TT.  No,  that  is  not  happening.  We  are  told  that  real- 
ly we  are  trying  to  make  this  work.  We  recognize  that  in  order  for 
it  to  work  well  at  the  local  level,  the  local  and  State  government 
has  to  be  given  a  range. 

It  is  a  different  program  than,  for  example,  auto  inspection  and 
maintenance,  where  you  have  specific  cut  points  and  it  is  a  very 
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technical  program.  This  is  not  that  at  all.  So,  I  think  a  key  thing, 
certainly,  is  the  Lautenberg  letter. 

The  other  thing  which  I  will  point  out  to  you  is,  I  recently  re- 
ceived a  copy  of  a  letter  signed  by  Mary  Nichols,  our  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrator for  Air  and  Radiation,  to  a  Kenneth  Orsky  with  the 
Urban  Mobility  Corporation  in  response  to  a  question  on  episodic 
controls.  I  just  have  my  marked  up  copy,  but  you  are  free  to  have 
a  copy  of  this  if  you  like.  It  raises  a  serious  question  as  to  episodic 
controls. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Well,  that  is  my  next  question.  So,  maybe  we  want 
to  pursue  that.  As  you  know  Section  123  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  pro- 
hibits intermittent  control  of  air  pollutants  varying  with  atmos- 
pheric conditions  or,  otherv/ise,  episodic.  This  section  specifically 
refers  to  stack  heights.  According  to  its  statuary  language,  this  pro- 
hibition is  intended  to  apply  to  stationary  source  emitters.  Thus, 
this  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  mobile  sources.  Indeed,  if  Con- 
gress had  intended  this  section,  which  preceded  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1990,  to  also  apply  to  mobile  sources,  it  would  have 
stated  such  under  the  1990  amendments.  My  staff  attorney,  as  well 
as  other  lawyers,  have  researched  this  section  and  have  concluded 
that  the  use  of  episodic  controls  to  implement  this  program  would 
not  violate  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendment  of  1990.  Could  you  com- 
ment? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Yes.  I  also  have  read  Section  123  several  times 
with  just  that  kind  of  question  mind.  We  have,  within  the  Illinois 
submittal  that  was  submitted  to  us  in  July,  a  Component  Number 
13,  which  is  the  episodic  component.  What  we  are  doing  now  is 
working  with  our  national  program  office,  meaning  our  Washing- 
ton, DC,  office,  to  apply  what  is  the  legal  interpretation  of  the 
agency  and  the  policy  interpretations  and  the  best  reading  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  maybe  that  is  a  way  to  summarize  it,  what  is  the 
best  reading  of  the  law  as  applied  to  the  Illinois  situation. 

Certainly,  we  don't  have  an  agency  opinion  of  that  at  this  time, 
but  I  think  it  is  fair  that  I  give  you  a  copy  of  the  Kenneth  Orsky 
letter  because  it  does  say  in  it  that  Mary  Nichols,  our  assistant  ad- 
ministrator for  Air  and  Radiation  in  Washington,  DC,  after  getting 
her  legal  advice,  believes  that  there  can  be  problems  both  in  imple- 
mentation as  well  as  in  the  reading  of  the  law  with  those  kind  of 
programs.  Again,  not  applying  it  to  Illinois.  Illinois  is  a  little  bit 
different  in  the  way  it  has  structured  its  program  because  it  has 
a  start-in  period  to  1996  and  then  there  is — So  I  think  we  have  to 
work  our  way  through  exactly  how  that  would  work  in  Illinois. 

She  also  concludes  that,  notwithstanding  her  concerns,  we  are 
open  to  reviewing  data  and  information  generated  from  demonstra- 
tion episodic  programs  and  she  believes,  in  the  next  sentence,  the 
program  is  a  good  way  to  educate  the  public  about  the  awareness 
between  the  relationship  of  air  quality  and  solo  driving  patterns. 
That  sort  of  emphasizes  the  point  in  my  talk  about  awareness  mak- 
ing this  really  a  good  program  over  many  years. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Just  to  follow-up  on  that,  Ms.  Nichols  testified  be- 
fore my  subcommittee  and  to  my  question  she  said  that  she  would 
try  to  work  with  us  to  develop  such  a  program.  So,  if  your  letter, 
that  you  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record,  answers  this  question, 
has  Region  V's  Office  received  any  word  from  EPA  headquarters  on 


21 

developing  such  a  program  in  Northern  Illinois  and,  if  yes,  what  in- 
structions have  you  been  given.  So,  if  this  letter  answers  that,  spe- 
cifically, I  would  ask  that  that  be  put  in  the  record. 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  I  think  it  does  not  answer  it  specifically. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Well,  have  you  then  been  given  any  instructions? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  No. 

Mr.  Hastert.  When  do  you  anticipate  instructions? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  The  process  works  that  we  prepare  a  Federal 
Register,  which  we  are  doing  right  now,  and  we  send  that  Federal 
Register  to  headquarters.  Headquarters  will  then  tell  us  whether 
they  like  it  or  not.  The  point  I  am  making  is  that  we  have  a  role 
in  this,  too,  and  that  we  want  to  have  that  dialogue  with  our  head- 
quarters office.  Hence,  I  am  concluding  it  is  just  premature  to  say 
where  the  agency  is  going  to  come  out  on  this.  It  is  a  very  serious 
issue. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  Because  we  have  a  rather  large  second 
panel  waiting  and  our  time  is  limited  today,  we  are  going  to  allow 
Mr.  Manzullo  one  additional  question  for  this  panel  and  then  we 
will  go  to  the  second  panel. 

Mr.  Hastert.  I  just  want  to  say,  I  really  appreciate  your  ability 
here.  It  is  very  important  with  the  EPA  to  start  to  establish  a 
record  and  I  appreciate  your  willingness  and  flexibility,  as  well,  in 
this  issue. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  I  appreciate  it.  Thanks  Glenn. 

I  have  one  short  question.  Can  the  EPA  simply  waive  the  ECO 
requirement,  notwithstanding  the  mandatory  nature  of  the  statu- 
tory language? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  No,  we  cannot  do  that.  We  really  sort  of  swore 
an  oath. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Then  there  is  no  flexibility? 

Mr.  ROTHBLATT.  Not  as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  an  ECO  man- 
date, no. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  That  answers  my  question. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Dennis,  did  you  have  one  follow-up  question 
you  need  to  ask? 

Mr.  Hastert.  Well,  I  would  like  to  submit  some  questions  that 
they  would  submit  back  to  us  in  writing,  if  that  is  possible. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Very  good,  we  will  allow  those  questions  to 
be  submitted  and  we  would  ask  the  EPA  to  follow  up  to  this  sub- 
committee, in  writing,  as  quickly  as  possible  in  answer  to  those 
questions. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Would  that  be  appropriate  to  address  to  Mr. 
Rothblatt  in  the  Region  V  Office? 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  Maybe  Mr.  Adamkus.  I  think  my  leader,  Val 
Adamkus,  would  be  the  appropriate  person  and  you  could  just  men- 
tion that  I  was  here. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Very  good. 

Thank  you  for  coming.  We  appreciate  you  folks  being  here  and 
answering  the  questions  and  we  will  have  follow-up  questions  to 
send  to  you. 

Mr.  Hastert.  When  can  we  expect  the  answers  on  these  ques- 
tions? 

Mr.  Rothbiv\tt.  I  think  I  really  need  to  take  a  look  at  the  ques- 
tions and  then 
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Mr.  Hastert.  I  mean  a  week,  2  weeks? 

Mr.  RoTHBLATT.  Well,  we  could  always  go  back  with  at  least  an 
interim  answer  after  a  couple  of  weeks,  but  as  to  the  depth  of  the 
substance,  it  depends  on  the  questions  and  whether  we  have  to  re- 
search some  issue.  Some  questions,  which  I  think  you  might  be 
asking,  we  would  very  much  want  to  consult  with  our  Washington 
office  to  make  sure  that  we  are  at  one. 

Mr.  Hastert.  So  maybe  3  weeks. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Mr.  Rothblatt,  as  you  know,  our  session  is 
probalDly  going  to  be  ending  this  year,  somewhere  in  the  middle  of 
■October  and  as  quickly  as  we  could  get  a  response  we  need  it  be- 
cause, for  purposes  of  the  record,  we  would  like  to  distribute  the 
testimony  in  this  hearing  to  members  of  other  committees  that  will 
have  some  jurisdiction  over  this  program,  especially  with  respect  to 
the  business  community  and  small  business. 

Mr.  Hastert.  These  answers  will  be  part  of  the  record. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Rothblatt.  If  you  would  just  like  to  put  when  you  want  the 
answer  by,  I  will  do  my  best  to  get  you  the  answer  by  then. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you  for  coming. 

Our  next  panel,  if  those  folks  who  are  on  the  second  panel  would 
come  forward,  will  begin. 

Sally  Jackson,  president  of  the  Illinois  Chamber  of  Commerce; 
Mr.  Dan  McMullen,  the  director  of  Human  Resources  of  Precision 
Twist  Drill  Co.,  Crystal  Lake,  Illinois;  Susanne  Hogan,  executive 
director,  Illinois  Corridor  Transportation  Management,  Hinsdale, 
Ilhnois;  Vincent  Foglia,  president  of  Sage  Products  In  Crystal 
Lake,  Illinois;  Dave  Vite,  president  of  the  Illinois  Retail  Merchants 
Association  from  Chicago;  Howard  Wathen,  president  of  ECO  Solu- 
tion Systems,  Inc.,  in  Harrington,  Illinois;  and  Mr.  Ron  Burke,  di- 
rector of  Environmental  Health,  American  Lung  Association  of 
Metropolitan  Chicago,  Chicago,  Illinois. 

Let's  see  if  staff  can  get  things  arranged  for  seating  for  these 
folks. 

We  will  begin  with  the  testimony  of  Sally  Jackson  who  is  presi- 
dent of  the  Illinois  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Sally,  welcome  to  our  panel  here  today  and  it  is  good  to  see  you 
again.  We  had  about  5  years  in  which  I  served  in  the  Illinois  State 
Senate  when  you  were  Director  of  Employment  for  the  State.  You 
did  a  wonderful  job  then  and  I  am  sure  you  are  doing  a  great  job 
for  the  Illinois  Chamber  of  Commerce.  So,  welcome  to  our  panel. 

TESTIMONY  OF  SALLY  JACKSON,  PRESmENT,  ILLINOIS 
CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

Ms.  Jackson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  is  indeed  a 
pleasure  for  me  to  be  here  with  you  and  the  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee. 

This  is  going  to  be  a  little  awkward  unless  I  move  this  down 
here,  I  think,  because  I  am  turning  backwards  to  face  you. 

For  the  record,  I  am  Sally  Jackson.  I  am  the  president  of  the  Illi- 
nois Chamber  of  Commerce  and  I  am  here  today  representing  our 
more  than  6,000  members  and  two-thirds  of  those  are  small  busi- 
nesses. We  believe,  based  on  our  review  of  our  members,  about 
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1,079  of  them  are  directly  affected  by  the  provisions  of  ECO  as  it 
stands,  today. 

The  Ilhnois  Chamber  has  a  long  history  of  helping  to  implement 
sound,  environmentally  beneficial  and,  simultaneously,  balanced, 
cost  effective  programs  in  our  regulatory  environment  here  in  Illi- 
nois. The  chamber  was  an  active  negotiator  during  the  develop- 
ment of  ECO  legislation  and,  as  a  member  of  the  ECO  Advisory 
Committee,  a  primary  force  in  moving  to  assure  that  the  flexibility 
obtained  by  the  legislation  was  maintained  throughout  the  entire 
regulatory  process. 

Concurrent  with  the  legislative  and  regulatory  process,  the  Illi- 
nois Chamber,  along  with  the  Illinois  Retail  Merchants,  who  you 
will  hear  from  today,  Dave  Vite,  and  the  Manufacturers  Association 
worked  successfully  to  lobby  the  Illinois  General  Assembly  to  pass 
a  resolution  seeking  an  amendment  to  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

We  also  joined  a  Federal  coalition  seeking  to  obtain  USEPA's  ap- 
proval of  key  elements  which  allowed  the  States  flexibility  when 
developing  and  implementing  ECO  Programs.  Through  the  cham- 
ber's participation  on  the  CATS  TCM  task  force  and  Illinois  EPA's 
participation  in  mobile  source  work  group,  we  are  actively  involved 
in  the  process  of  developing  an  attainment  plan  for  mobile  sources 
throughout  Illinois. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  legislation,  Illinois  business  has  at- 
tempted through  various  measures  to  become  informed  as  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  ECO  Program.  Some  affected  Illinois  businesses 
have  been  participating  directly  in  a  pilot  for  ECO  initiated  by  the 
CATS  in  the  Chicago  area.  Many  of  the  chamber's  members  have 
obtained  information  by  our  publications,  seminars  and  workshops, 
one-on-one  discussions  with  our  staff  and  small  group  meetings. 
Despite  their  attempts  to  become  as  well  informed  as  possible,  and 
I  might  add  we  did  statewide  training  on  this  issue  throughout  all 
of  the  affected  areas,  the  general  response  my  staff  has  received 
has  been  one  of  frustration  from  employers. 

The  frustration  stems  from  the  fact  that  the  program  imposes  on 
employers  the  extreme,  difficult,  burdensome  task  of  changing  their 
employee's  driving  habits.  We  are  talking  about  changing  people's 
behavior  and  that  is  among  the  most  difficult  tasks  to  mandate 
through  any  kind  of  Government-imposed  program.  This  frustra- 
tion is  compounded  by  the  fact  that  implementation  of  the  program 
results  in  little,  if  any,  environmental  benefit.  In  my  written  testi- 
mony I  have  provided  you  with  a  detailed  example  illustrating  why 
the  business  community  believes  this  to  be  true.  The  costs  dramati- 
cally exceed  the  benefits  and  that  cost/benefit  analysis  is  important 
in  any  environmental  program,  particularly  those  which  are  man- 
dated. 

While  I  am  not  going  to  read  all  of  the  figures  set  out  in  the  ex- 
ample I  have  presented,  I  do  want  to  draw  your  attention  the  three 
points.  First,  the  numbers  that  are  set  out  in  my  written  testimony 
are  based  on  Illinois  EPA's  estimated  emissions  reductions  and 
California's  actual  economic  estimates  after  several  years  of  imple- 
menting their  program.  Again,  as  has  already  been  mentioned, 
they  are  the  only  State  that  has  had  an  existing  trip  reduction  pro- 
gram in  place  for  several  years.  So,  we  feel  that  the  data  that  we 
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are  using  has  a  sound  basis.  It  doesn't  reflect  any  estimate  from 
the  Ilhnois  Chamber. 

Second,  ECO  results  in  a  cost  equivalent  to  $157,000  per  ton  of 
ozone  removed  per  year,  $157,000  per  ton.  When  attempting  to  put 
this  program  in  perspective,  we  suggest  that  we  compare  it  to  the 
cost  that  has  been  traditionally  accepted  as  reasonable  in  other  en- 
vironmental programs  that  have  been  mandated.  Historically,  that 
standard  has  been  $2,000  per  ton  of  emissions  reduced.  That  has 
been  the  benchmark  used  by  USEPA  and  environmental  agencies 
at  the  State  level  for  reasonably  available  control  technology.  Now, 
while  the  cost  may  have  increased  slightly  in  recent  years,  any  in- 
crease over  this  benchmark,  $2,000  per  ton,  absolutely  pales  when 
you  compare  it  to  $157,000  per  ton  under  ECO. 

Third,  when  reviewing  these  numbers  it  becomes  clear  that  the 
cost  of  implementing  this  program  is  unjustifiable  in  view  of  the 
emissions  reductions  achieved.  For  example,  it  will  cost  an  em- 
ployer with  about  150  employees  an  estimated  $15,750  per  year  to 
implement  the  program  and  the  end  result  would  be  a  reduction  of 
less  than  1  pound,  1  pound  of  emissions.  Not  1  ton,  1  pound. 

So  what  do  all  these  numbers  mean?  Well,  we  believe  that  it 
means  we  are  asking  our  employers  to  spend  their  time  and  their 
resources  developing  a  program  that  results  in  minuscule  emissions 
reductions.  While  $15,000  may  not  appear  to  be  a  large  sum  of 
money  on  its  face,  it  must  be  remembered  that  all  costs  are  relative 
and  must  be  taken  into  the  context  of  the  total  cost  of  doing  busi- 
ness. For  an  employer  with  150  employees,  $15,000  to  implement 
this  program,  which  requires  that  employer  to  get  employees  to 
change  their  behavior  and  is  a  disincentive  to  come  to  work,  result- 
ing in  less  than  1  pound  of  emissions  could  mean  the  difference  of 
staying  in  business,  expanding,  selling,  moving  to  another  State  be- 
cause it  is  in  the  context  of  the  total  decision  that  this  single 
change  must  be  considered. 

I  would  also  like  to  highlight  for  consideration,  those  employers 
that  are  just  under  the  threshold,  those  with  99  or  fewer  employees 
at  one  site.  We  believe,  and  I  have  heard  from  employers,  that 
their  willingness  to  expand  and  grow  and  hire  more  workers  will 
be  curbed  because  of  this  imposition.  So,  we  have  to  be  concerned 
with  them  as  well.  Small  employers  have  been  the  engine  for  eco- 
nomic growth  and  any  kind  of  a  mandate  that  serves  to  curb  their 
desire  to  hire  more  workers  is  problematic. 

Another  important  question  raised  as  a  result  of  this  assessment 
is,  will  even  the  small  environmental  gain  expected  be  maintained 
on  a  long-term  basis.  Data  from  California  suggests  strongly  that 
high  rates  of  employee  participation,  often  achieved  when  an  inten- 
sive campaign  is  offered,  are  difficult  to  sustain,  particularly  indefi- 
nitely. 

So  we  have  to  ask  ourselves,  what  is  the  message  we  want  to 
send  to  our  present  and  future  employers  within  the  State.  Do  we 
want  to  tell  them  to  go  forth  and  implement  this  resource  intensive 
program,  even  though  we  have  every  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
minuscule,  short-term  reductions  will  probably  not  even  be  sus- 
tained, in  the  long  run  or  do  we  want  to  provide  Illinois  with  the 
flexibility  to  select  from  a  smorgasbord  of  options  and  choose  those 
environmental    programs    that   the   regulators    and   the   regulated 
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community  believe  economically  reasonable  and  environmental 
beneficial. 

The  goal  of  the  regulators  and  the  regulated  community  is  the 
same,  and  we  firmly  believe  this,  to  reach  attainment  of  the  ozone 
standard  and  avoid  the  imposition  of  sanctions.  We  are  here  today 
to  support  Congressman  Manzullo's  amendment  to  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  By  removing  the  Federal  hammer  of  ECO's  mandate,  you  are 
providing  us  with  the  opportunity  to  continue  our  diligent  efforts 
toward  developing  an  attainment  strategy  that  makes  sense  for  Illi- 
nois. Give  States  and  businesses  the  flexibility  of  an  optional  pro- 
gram. 

Thank  you  and  I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  you 
might  have. 

[Ms.  Jackson's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you  very  much. 

We  will  go  next  to  Dan  McMullen  the  director  of  Human  Re- 
sources with  the  Precision  Twist  Drill  Co.  in  Crystal  Lake. 

Mr.  McMullen. 

TESTIMONY  OF  DAN  MCMULLEN,  DIRECTOR  OF  HUMAN 
RESOURCES,  PRECISION  DRILL  COMPANY 

Mr.  McMullen.  Thank  you,  Congressmen.  It  is  a  pleasure  for 
me  to  be  here  and  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  the  testify. 

In  early  1992,  the  Chicago  Area  Transportation  Study,  better 
known  as  CATS,  requested  proposals  to  participate  in  a  pilot  pro- 
gram to  study  and  review  the  effects  of  the  upcoming  employee 
commute  options,  ECO.  Precision  Twist  Drill  submitted  a  proposal 
and  was  selected  as  1  of  17  companies  and  agencies  to  participate 
in  this  demonstration  project.  On  June  8th,  1992,  all  participating 
companies  and  agencies  embarked  on  this  project. 

Precision  was  the  only  company  selected  in  McHenry  County.  We 
believe  there  were  several  reasons  for  this.  One,  we  were  in  a  rural 
county.  Two,  we  have  two  sites  within  the  county  that  both  would 
be  required  to  write  plans  because  they  fell  within  the  guidelines 
of  the  ECO.  Third,  there  is  really  no  mass  transportation  for  this 
county's  purposes. 

Under  the  guidance  of  CATS  we  proceeded  with  this  project  as 
if  we  were  already  complying  with  the  ECO  regulations.  We  did 
initial  surveys  to  get  a  benchmark  APO  levels.  We  then  wrote  ex- 
tensive plans  on  how  we  were  going  to  try  and  achieve  the  goal  of 
reaching  an  APO,  or  average  passenger  occupancy,  of  1.36.  We  re- 
viewed the  numerous  options  that  were  available  to  try  and 
achieve  these  goals,  including  carpooling,  vanpooling,  guaranteed 
ride  home,  telecommuting,  flex  scheduling  and  many  others.  Many 
of  these  do  not,  and  never  will,  apply  to  manufacturing  companies 
such  as  ours  or  any  others  in  the  area. 

We  then  tried  to  publicize  those  programs  and  efforts  that  we  felt 
would  apply  to  us  through  our  company  newsletters,  transportation 
fairs,  posters  and  other  media  to  encourage  and  make  available  to 
our  employees  all  of  the  available  options  that  we  felt  were  viable 
for  us. 

At  the  end  of  the  18  month  project,  we  did  a  final  survey  to  see 
if  our  results  had  changes.  We  also  fine-tuned  the  written  plans  to 
bring  them  within  line,  within  the  regulations.  After  18  months, 
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hundreds  of  staff  hours  by  both  CATS  and  Precision,  my  employ- 
ees, we  did  not  meet  the  goal  of  1.36  APO. 

During  the  demonstration  project,  people  were  brought  in  from 
all  over  the  country,  including  California,  to  talk  to  us.  When  we 
pushed  them,  they  all  said  that  the  efforts  in  other  areas  are  not 
working,  to  which  you  have  already  heard  earlier  testimony  today. 
Companies  have  spent  from  a  few  dollars  per  employee  to  hundreds 
of  dollars  per  employee  and  have  not  gotten  the  results  that  were 
requested.  It  should  be  noted  that  of  all  of  the  companies  and  agen- 
cies in  this  pilot  project  that  only  one  group  that  did  not  have  a 
1.36  APO  when  we  started  this  project  made  it  to  that  goal.  They 
also  sat  within  the  city  of  Chicago  which  has  an  extensive  mass 
transportation  system. 

Nobody  argues  that  we  must  protect  our  environment.  However, 
the  test  results  that  put  the  Chicago  land  area  into  this  classifica- 
tion was  near  Milwaukee  and  at  best  we  can  determine  was  using 
faulty  data.  The  EPA  basically  has  said,  too  bad.  We  feel  this  is 
another  unfunded  mandate  that  only  affects  employers. 

A  prime  example  of  this  that  was  brought  up  earlier  is  our 
schools.  Teachers  would  have  to  comply,  but  students  could  drive 
all  they  want  while  busses  run  around  half-empty.  Does  that  make 
any  sense  at  all?  I  think  not. 

The  whole  idea  of  this  regulation  was  to  stop  cold  starts  or  peo- 
ple driving,  cold-starting  their  cars,  between  the  hours  of  6  and  10 
a.m.  in  the  morning,  to  travel  to  work.  This  sounds  good,  but  it  is 
riddled  with  flaws.  If  I  force  our  people  to  arrive  in  carpools,  they 
could  simply  all  meet  down  the  street  and  show  up  in  our  parking 
lot  in  one  car.  This  would  solve  our  problem,  or  an  employer's  prob- 
lem, but  it  has  done  nothing  and  has  not  stopped  cold  starts  or 
helped  slow  pollution. 

A  group  could  legitimately  carpool  from,  say,  20  miles  away, 
again,  they  will  all  drive,  generally  to  one  spot,  and  then  come  to 
work  in  one  car.  Here  again  we  have  done  nothing  to  stop  pollu- 
tion. We  have  stopped  no  cold  starts  and  we  have  done  nothing  to 
do  what  was  aimed  at  by  the  law.  Train  stations  are  just  as  bad 
or  worse.  Everyone  drives  to  the  train  station  first,  then  hops  the 
train  and  goes  to  work. 

During  our  pilot  program  we  had  a  meeting  where  we  discussed 
transit  checks.  There  is  a  certain  amount,  I  believe  it  is  up  to  $60 
per  month,  per  employee  that  can  be  deducted  by  the  company  if 
they  purchase  those  checks  for  employees  for  this.  If  we  were  to 
purchase  these  where  would  our  employees  use  them?  There  is 
nothing  available  in  this  county  for  their  use.  We  also  discussed 
negative  incentives,  such  as  charging  for  parking.  One  thing  you 
have  got  to  recognize  in  this  county  is  that  most  people  don't  even 
know  what  a  parking  meter  looks  like.  Even  if  we  were  to  go  to 
negative  incentives,  such  as  charging  them  for  parking,  they  would 
be  upset,  but  they  would  probably  pay  it  and  drive  anyway. 

You  must  recognize  that  with  all  the  single  parent  households 
that  these  people  are  not  going  to  get  the  kids  dropped  off  at  the 
babysitter  or  school,  run  errands  at  lunch  and  pick  the  kids  up 
later  off  of  a  train  or  out  of  a  carpool.  It  does  not  work  now  and 
in  my  estimation,  in  a  county  such  as  ours,  it  never  will. 
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H.R.  4859,  that  Congressman  Manzullo  has  introduced,  makes  a 
lot  more  sense.  If  the  current  regulations  stand,  I  am  positively 
convinced  that  the  required  results  will  never  be  achieved  no  mat- 
ter how  much  money  is  spent.  When  there  is  no  mass  transpor- 
tation available  for  people  to  utilize,  there  are  no  viable  alter- 
natives for  their  use.  Businesses  cannot  continue  to  absorb  more 
mandates  that  achieve  no  viable  results. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here. 

[Mr.  McMullen's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McMullen. 

We  shall  go  now  to  Susanne  Hogan,  the  executive  director  of  the 
Illinois  Corridor  Transportation  Management. 

TESTIMONY  OF  SUSANNE  HOGAN,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
ILLINOIS  CORRIDOR  TRANSPORTATION  MANAGEMENT 

Ms.  Hogan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  on  behalf  of  the 
members  of  the  Illinois  Corridor  TMA. 

I  am  the  executive  director  of  the  Illinois  Corridor  TMA.  The 
TMA  is  a  public-private  partnership  organized  to  increase  mobility 
and  reduce  congestion  in  the  Eisenhower  188  corridor,  west  of  Chi- 
cago. We  represent  over  70  businesses  and  other  employers  in  the 
western  suburbs.  They  employ  more  than  80,000  individuals.  The 
TMA  has  taken  a  strong  role  in  representing  suburban  employers 
in  the  development  of  the  Illinois  ECO  legislation.  We  participated 
in  producing  the  second  draft  of  the  Illinois  law,  led  by  the  Illinois 
Retail  Merchants  Association  and  supported  by  most  of  the  busi- 
ness community  in  Northern  Illinois.  I  also  serve  as  a  member  of 
the  ECO  Advisory  Board  and  with  the  lEPA  mobile  sources  work- 
ing group. 

While  the  Illinois  ECO  law  is  one  of  the  most  reasonable  in  the 
country,  from  the  perspective  of  employers  who  must  attempt  to 
implement  it,  the  ECO  mandate  is  unduly  costly  and  ineffective.  It 
is  especially  so  for  those  in  areas  who  do  not  benefit  from  the  avail- 
ability of  a  transit  infrastructure  or  other  transit  services.  It  is  the 
case  of  a  program  designed  to  address  a  problem  in  one  area  of  the 
country  being  applied  to  other  areas  where  geography,  culture  and 
climate  differ  significantly  enough  to  make  the  appropriate  solution 
to  the  problem,  locally,  much  different. 

In  fact,  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  in  Southern 
California,  which  originally  designed  the  trip  reduction  mandate,  is 
currently  rethinking  its  implementation  program  because  of  the 
lack  of  success  in  California.  Southern  California's  experience  with 
mandated  employer  trip  reductions  is  generally  acknowledged  to  be 
a  failure.  According  to  the  1993  state  of  commute  report,  ride  shar- 
ing in  the  Los  Angeles  area  fell  by  7  percent  in  1992,  the  third  year 
of  operation  of  this  program.  The  Chairman  of  the  South  Coast  Air 
Quality  Management  district,  Henry  Wedea,  indicates  that  Regula- 
tion XV,  which  is  California's  ECO  Program,  is  the  agency's  "most 
unpopular  and  some  say  most  impractical  and  least  cost  effective 
rule.  It  needs  more  than  a  tune-up,  it  needs  a  major  overhaul." 

That  evaluation  is  too  late  for  those  areas  of  the  country  which 
are  now  stuck  with  the  ECO  as  a  result  of  the  Federal  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  of  1990.  South  Coast  is  not  the  only  area  of  the 
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country  that  has  doubts  about  ECO's  effectiveness.  The  joint  U.S. 
DOT/EPA  report  to  Congress,  Clean  Air  Through  Transportation, 
concludes  that,  "transportation  control  measures,  in  total,  will  re- 
duce at  most  vehicle  emissions  by  1  percent." 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  estimates  that  the 
cost  of  achieving  these  modest  reductions  will  be  $1.2  to  $1.4  billion 
annually.  These  costs  will  be  borne  by  employers  and  employees  in 
both  the  public  and  private  sectors.  Regardless  of  the  original  orga- 
nization paying  the  cost,  ultimately  these  costs  will  be  passed  on 
to  consumers  and  taxpayers. 

ECO  Programs  are  inequitable.  The  burden  of  reducing  mobile 
source  emissions  falls  primarily  on  only  10  to  15  percent  of  the  pop- 
ulation. The  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  concludes  that, 
"more  attention  should  be  given  to  approaches  that  would  involve 
a  larger  population  of  travelers  and  spread  the  burden  of  emissions 
reduction  more  equitably  among  all  polluters." 

The  goal  of  a  25  percent  increase  in  average  vehicle  occupancy 
is  unsupported  by  analysis  that  would  demonstrate  its  relation  to 
air  quality  attainment  objectives  set  forth  in  the  Clean  Air  Act.  The 
Business  Transportation  Council  states  that  "a  cookie  cutter  ap- 
proach requiring  everyone  to  meet  uniform  standards  regardless  of 
their  applicability  or  necessity  in  a  given  area  is  neither  logical, 
nor  equitable." 

Finally,  continuous,  everyday  driving  restrictions  are  unneces- 
sary overkill.  They  are  not  needed  to  meet  the  goals  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  The  law  requires  "attainment  and  maintenance"  of  Federal 
air  quality  standards.  There  is  no  statutory  requirement  to  exceed 
the  standards  through  continuous  emissions  limitations.  Violations 
of  their  quality  standards  are  becoming  increasingly  rare.  On  aver- 
age, in  the  past  5  years  the  Chicago  area  has  had  only  three 
exceedances  per  year  and  in  1993  there  were  no  exceedances.  The 
continuing  turnover  of  old  cars,  enhanced  inspection  and  mainte- 
nance requirements,  new  gasoline  formulations  and  the  cash  for 
clunkers  programs  piloted  here  in  Illinois  continue  to  reduce  the 
frequency  of  ozone  exceedances  and  will  continue  to  do  so  in  the 
future. 

While  in  some  areas  transportation  control  measures  may  be  ap- 
propriate in  some  form  and  for  some  populations,  the  current  Fed- 
eral mandate  does  not  allow  the  necessary  local  interpretation. 
There  is  a  need  for  locally  appropriate  solutions  which  are  not  cur- 
rently allowed  by  the  USEPA  under  the  current  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendment. 

One  form  of  such  flexibility  is  the  episodic  implementation  of 
ECO.  The  Illinois  Corridor  TMA  is  part  of  the  nationwide  coalition 
supporting  USEPA  acceptance  of  episodic  programs.  In  areas  such 
as  Chicago,  where  ozone  is  only  a  problem  periodically  and  only 
during  the  summer  months,  year-round  compliance  is  unnecessary 
and  unduly  costly.  People  are  much  more  willing  to  give  up  the 
convenience  of  the  automobile  when  there  is  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  their  action  is  actually  going  to  benefit  the  environ- 
ment. 

Additionally,  options  such  as  bicycling  and  walking  to  work  can 
be  essentially  ruled  out  in  Chicago  in  winter  months.  Several  other 
metropolitan  areas,  including  Dallas,  Denver,  Phoenix,  San  Fran- 
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Cisco,  and  Tulsa,  already  issue  ozone  alerts  and  encourage  people 
to  voluntarily  refrain  from  polluting  activities  successfully. 

The  Chicago  area  has  the  potential  for  yet  a  greater  problem  in 
implementing  ECO.  Currently,  under  the  Illinois  formula,  the  tar- 
get AVO  is  1.36.  Most  McHenry  County  employers,  as  many  of  the 
other  collar  counties,  probably  have  a  current  passenger  occupancy 
just  over  1.0.  This  means  that  for  this  area  to  be  in  compliance  em- 
ployers are  striving  the  make  a  more  than  30  percent  improvement 
in  passenger  occupancy,  not  just  25  percent.  This  is  because  of  the 
excellent  transit  infrastructure  of  Chicago's  central  business  dis- 
trict, the  service  is  reliable  and  heavily  used  by  employees  commut- 
ing to  the  city. 

McHenry  County  has  no  such  transit  infrastructure,  nor  would 
its  current  density  justify  the  same,  but  USEPA  has  not  yet  ap- 
proved our  interpretation  of  the  AVO  calculation.  If  it  does  not, 
suburban  employers  will  once  again  be  pitted  against  city  employ- 
ers and  the  Chicago  area  will  be  essentially  penalized  for  its  strong 
transit  system.  This  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  How- 
ever, it  will  be  a  consequence  of  applying  strict  controls  without 
taking  into  account  the  conditions  of  the  local  area. 

For  these  reasons  the  Illinois  Corridor  TMA  also  supports  Con- 
gressman Manzullo's  bill  to  make  ECO  a  voluntary  program.  It  is 
appropriate  that  the  USEPA  set  standards  for  performance,  but  it 
should  be  the  responsibility  of  each  State  to  judge  the  most  appro- 
priate way  to  meet  these  standards  dependent  on  conditions  and 
environment  within  the  State. 

Thank  you. 

[Ms.  Hogan's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  POSHARD.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Hogan. 

We  should  go  now  to  Mr.  Vincent  Foglia,  President  of  Sage  Prod- 
ucts in  Crystal  Lake. 

TESTIMONY  OF  VINCENT  FOGLIA,  PRESIDENT,  SAGE 
PRODUCTS 

Mr.  Foglia.  Thank  you.  Congressmen  and  thanks  for  the  invita- 
tion. 

The  real  question  is,  do  we  even  have  an  environmental  problem 
in  McHenry  County?  The  EPA's  collected  data  and  methodology  is 
questionable  at  best.  The  critical  data  was  collected  at  the 
Chiwaukee  monitoring  station  located  8  miles  north  of  the  Illinois 
border  in  Wisconsin,  and  which  is  included  in  the  Milwaukee  area. 
In  1991,  a  7.9  percent  error  overstated  pollution  and  it  was  discov- 
ered at  this  station  while  running  control  checks.  If  this  same  error 
existed  in  Chiwaukee  in  1988,  and  I  think  we  can  assume  that  it 
did,  then  the  Chicago  area  should  have  been  classified  as  serious, 
not  severe  and  no  ECO  Program  would  be  required.  In  Chicago 
only  4  percent  of  the  monitoring  stations  recorded  severe  classifica- 
tions, only  the  Chiwaukee  station,  while  in  Los  Angeles  88  percent 
registerea  as  severe  and  in  Houston  75  percent.  None  of  the  air 
monitoring  stations  in  Illinois  recorded  severe. 

Does  carpooling  really  work?  Los  Angeles  is  a  prime  example.  Ac- 
cording to  an  annual  survey  conducted  by  the  Commuter  Transpor- 
tation Services,  Incorporated,  "ridesharing  in  the  Los  Angeles  re- 
gion declined  about  7  percent  during  1992,  the  second  year  of  oper- 
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ation  of  the  employee  trip  reduction  regulations."  In  December  of 
1993,  Henry  Wedas,  California's  top  air  quality  official,  called  for 
a  temporary  suspension  of  the  new  ride  sharing  requirements  be- 
cause it  is  too  expensive  and  the  program  hasn't  produced  the 
hoped  for  results. 

Does  the  ECO  Act  infringe  on  basic  rights?  There  is  no  public 
transportation  available  in  McHenry  County.  The  Government 
through  mandates  to  employers  should  not  be  able  to  tell  people 
who  they  must  join  a  carpool.  They  have  a  right  to  drive  to  work, 
if  they  want  to. 

Will  it  help  the  environment?  In  May  1993,  Institute  of  Trans- 
portation Engineers  Technical  Counsel  Committee  said,  "the  em- 
ployee trip  reduction  program,  as  conceived  under  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  offers  the  prospect  of  only  modest  reductions  in  regional  vehi- 
cle trips  and  miles  of  travel  and  by  themselves  cannot  make  a  sig- 
nificant contribution  to  reducing  traffic  congestion  or  mobile  source 
emissions  on  a  region  wide  basis." 

Throughout  the  county  sources  and  studies  reiterate  the  same 
thing,  carpooling  is  not  going  to  make  a  notable  difference  in  the 
level  of  air  pollution.  The  economic  impact  of  implementing  the 
ECO  is  an  additional  burden  to  employers.  In  monetary  terms  a 
conservative  cost  for  this  program  is  $105  per  employee  per  year 
according  to  the  TMA.  It  is  estimated,  to  comply  and  administer 
ECO  Act  regulations,  each  affected  employer  will  have  to  add  at 
least  one  more  full-time  person  to  his  staff,  strictly  to  implement 
and  monitor  this  program. 

Today,  when  everyone  in  business  is  trying  to  hold  the  line  on 
overhead  and  prices,  this  is  a  very  expensive  program  for  everyone 
affected,  one  which  is  only  marginally  proven  to  help  the  environ- 
ment. 

Finally,  to  make  employers  responsible  for  how  people  get  to 
work  makes  little  sense  to  anyone.  We  are  responsible  for  providing 
jobs,  not  transportation. 

[Mr.  Foglia's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Foglia. 

Next  to  Dave  Vite,  the  president  of  the  Illinois  Retail  Merchants 
Association.  Dave,  it  is  good  to  see  you  again. 

TESTIMONY  OF  DAVID  VITE,  PRESIDENT,  ILLINOIS  RETAIL 
MERCHANTS  ASSOCL^TION 

Mr.  Vite.  Nice  to  see  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify. 

My  name  is  David  Vite,  I  am  president  of  the  Illinois  Retail  Mer- 
chants Association  and,  coincidentally,  a  resident  of  Woodstock,  Il- 
linois, here  in  McHenry  County,  a  constituent  of  Congressman 
Manzullo. 

I  am  here  today  representing  the  23,000  stores  that  comprise  the 
Illinois  Retail  Merchants  Association.  In  addition,  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  the  employers  we  are  talking  about  in  the 
ECO  Program  are  not  just  private  sector  employers.  We  are  talking 
about  hospitals,  just  like  the  one  just  down  the  road.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  schools,  police  departments,  fire  departments,  transpor- 
tation departments,  et  cetera.  The  Federal  Government  is  covered 
by  this  mandate  in  the  city  of  Chicago  and  its  environs. 
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I  think  it  is  also  interesting  to  note,  before  I  get  into  my  formal 
testimony,  a  comment  which  was  made  by  Stephen  Rothblatt  of  the 
USEPA,  in  which  he  cites  the  success  of  recycling  in  this  Nation 
over  the  last  decade  or  so.  My  recollection  is  there  was  no  mandate 
for  recycling  ever  enacted  by  the  U.S.  Congress.  It  was  an  optional 
thing  that  States  and  local  governments  and  individual  citizens 
united  to  make  work.  It  wasn't  something  that  was  forced  down  the 
throat  of  the  people  of  this  country,  of  the  employers  of  this  coun- 
try, and  the  citizens  of  the  six  county  area.  So,  I  would  cite  that 
as  an  example  of  how,  when  there  is  a  problem  in  the  environment, 
the  people  of  this  country  can  get  together  and  make  it  work,  make 
things  work  properly  without  the  force  of  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  stepping  on  our  head. 

Last,  before  I  get  into  my  formal  testimony,  I  would  like  to  thank 
Stephen  Rothblatt  for  something  he  said,  as  well.  That  relates  to 
the  AVO  calculation  which  was  included  in  the  state  law,  he  called 
it  a  bold  step.  Well,  as  one  of  the  principal  negotiators  on  that 
issue,  along  with  Sally  Jackson  and  Susan  Hogan  and  Barbara 
Hayskar  in  the  audience,  I  would  say  that  that  was  the  most  dif- 
ficult battle  I  have  ever  faced  in  Springfield,  of  getting  consensus 
on  the  part  of  the  business  community  in  enacting  a  statute  which 
regulates  us.  The  key  to  that  was  the  AVO  calculation  and  I  can 
assure  everyone  at  this  table,  everyone  who  may  read  an  article 
about  this,  if  that  calculation  is  rejected  by  the  USEPA,  the  Illinois 
General  Assembly,  the  Governor  and  the  business  community  are 
going  to  be  so  fragmented  we  may  never  be  able  to  pass  a  ECO 
statute,  an  enabling  statute,  in  this  State  and  my  sense  is  the 
USEPA  may  have  the  opportunity  to  come  in  here  an  run  a  pro- 
gram because  I  don't  see  consensus  in  the  business  community  if 
the  AVO  calculation  definition  is  rejected  by  USEPA. 

Now,  after  having  said  all  of  that,  the  employee  commute  options 
program  has  been  simply  the  loudest  outcry  from  our  members  I 
have  ever  seen.  That  is  with  17  years  of  experience  in  this  associa- 
tion. This  outcry  is  based  upon  the  experience  of  their  store  coun- 
terparts in  California.  The  California  experience  is  an  experience 
of  failure.  A  failure  we  hope  the  Congress  and  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration will  not  wish  to  duplicate. 

The  only  way  they  can  do  that  is  by  passing  your  House  resolu- 
tion. Congressman,  and  we  applaud  you  for  having  it  introduced. 

Employee  commute  options  have  cost  California  millions  of  dol- 
lars, they  have  already  been  stated,  but  according  to  the  U.S.  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  trip  reduction  mandates  would  yield  only  a 
1  to  3  percent  reduction  in  vehicular  traffic,  far  less  than  the  25 
percent  mandate  required  in  the  Clean  Air  Act.  When  the  cost  of 
corresponding  benefits  are  weighed,  employee  commute  options 
mandates  are  a  costly,  ineffective  government  boondoggle. 

Based  on  the  fiimsiest  and  maybe  not  even  fiimsy  at  the  time, 
maybe  nonexistent  evidence,  the  U.S  Congress  was  sold  on  a  theory 
by  Californians.  That  theory  helped  cripple  the  California  economy. 
That  theory  cost  tens  of  thousands  of  Californians  their  jobs  and 
means  of  survival  and  it  seems  to  me  that  no  Congressperson  or 
Federal  Administrator  with  an  eye  toward  a  sound  economy  and  a 
positive  business  climate  would  seek  to  impose  this  failed  theory  on 
the  11  affected  States  and  14  affected  areas. 
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Furthermore,  this  act  hits  hardest  on  the  working  men  and 
women  of  the  six  county  area  here  in  this  State.  They  are  the  ones 
that  are  going  to  have  to  get  in  a  car  as  a  single  parent,  or  not  get 
in  a  car  as  a  single  parent,  but  take  a  train  and  not  have  the  ulti- 
mate ability  to  leave  their  workplace  and  get  home  to  a  sick  child 
or  get  to  a  school  for  a  parent/teacher  conference.  As  has  been  es- 
tablished in  numerous  studies,  the  majority  of  part-time  workers  in 
both  the  public  and  private  sectors  are  people  working  with  second 
jobs  or  people  looking  to  supplement  their  families  primary  income, 
such  as  mothers  with  children,  senior  citizens  and  students  work- 
ing their  way  through  school.  In  any  mandate  such  as  ECO  where 
increased  costs  require  cutbacks,  the  first  jobs  to  go  are  those  of 
part-time  workers  and  those  people  are  primarily  employed  in  the 
service  sector,  the  retailing  sector. 

Furthermore,  our  members  seek  to  accommodate  the  private 
schedules  of  part-time  workers.  If  any  flexibility  exists  today,  it  will 
be  precluded  by  ECO  requirements. 

Finally,  for  large  retail  employers,  the  job  of  scheduling  to  accom- 
modate carpools  and  other  transportation  options  may  simply  be 
impossible.  Such  real  prospects  fly  in  the  face  of  recent  comments 
by  USEPA  Administrator  Carol  Browner. 

In  testimony  before  the  U.S.  Senate  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works,  Ms.  Browner  stated  that  "the  EPA  and  sources 
should  be  given  a  flexibility  on  ways  to  achieve  these  goals,"  and 
that  "specificity  and  flexibility  must  be  determined  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  focusing  on  the  particular  problems  and  circumstances." 
The  retail,  service  and  public  employment  sectors  uniquely  rely 
upon  part-time  help  which  makes  them  in  need  of  flexibility  and 
case-by-case  determinations.  That  is  also  particularly  true  in  a 
rural  county  like  McHenry  County  where  there  should  be  special 
treatment  given  when  no  mass  transportation  is  available. 

I  know  it  isn't  the  in  thing  in  Washington  right  now  and  it  is  cer- 
tainly never  the  favorite  answer  of  environmentalists  and  their  po- 
litical allies,  but  as  the  GAO  office  has  established  market-based 
solutions  and  flexible  alternatives  at  a  State  level  are  the  only  tools 
that  can  be  effective  in  reducing  pollution.  Effectively,  the  State 
through  its  cash  for  clunkers  program  is  buying  vehicles  and  they 
are  buying  the  vehicles  which  cause  the  greatest  amount  of  pollu- 
tion. This  cash  for  clunkers  program  has  been  very  successful.  It 
has  reduced  the  number  of  air  pollutants  in  the  air  at  a  much  re- 
duced cost  on  a  per  pound  or  per  ton  basis  than  will  the  ECO  Pro- 
gram. It  is  exactly  the  kind  of  solution  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment should  be  seeking.  That  is,  solutions  which  are  optional  and 
solutions  which  are  effective. 

Had  the  Congress  known  of  the  GAO  information  and  learned 
from  California's  flirtation  with  disaster,  we  might  have  in  place 
today  programs  that  actually  have  a  chance  of  success.  On  behalf 
of  our  members,  on  behalf  of  other  employers  affected  by  this,  we 
would  hope  that  this  subcommittee  would  recommend  passage  of 
Congressman  Manzullo's  resolution  to  make  ECO  an  option,  not  a 
mandate.  It  has  worked  in  other  areas,  it  has  worked  in  other 
ways,  and  again,  to  quote  the  USEPA,  it  worked  in  recycling.  I  am 
certain  it  can  work  in  improving  transportation. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here,  this  morning. 
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[Mr.  Vite's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 
Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Vite. 

We  now  go  to  Mr.  Howard  Wathen,  the  president  of  ECO  Solu- 
tion Systems,  Inc.,  in  Harrington,  Ilhnois. 
Mr.  Wathen. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HOWARD  WATHEN,  PRESmENT,  ECO 
SOLUTIONS,  INC. 

Mr.  Wathen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Sitting  here  as  a  proponent  of  the  ECO  Act  I  feel  a  little  bit  out 
of  place. 

Chairman  PosHARD.  You  are  a  little  outnumbered  here  today. 

Mr.  Wathen.  Well,  very,  very  definitely  and  one  of  the  thoughts 
that  has  come  through  to  my  mind  is,  I  have  had  5  years  of  experi- 
ence in  this  subject  and  I  think  it  is  very  typical  of  many  situations 
I  have  run  into.  I  think  what  the  problem  is  that  has  happened  in 
many  cases  is,  basically,  that  the  focus  has  been  taken  off  of  the 
goal  and  consequently  everybody  focuses  on  the  problems.  I  would 
just  like  to  give  you  my  testimony  based  on  how  I  feel  regarding 
that. 

Section  182(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  is 
very  important  and  necessary.  The  requirement  to  develop  em- 
ployee commute  options  and  trip  reduction  plans  provides  a  much 
needed  mechanism  for  developing  disciplines  that  will  benefit  vir- 
tually everyone  and  the  environment. 

The  issue  is  not  that  you  can't  drive  your  car,  which  is  inferred 
by  the  majority  of  what  has  been  communicated.  The  real  issue  is 
that  of  tropospheric  ozone.  An  abundance  of  scientific  evidence  tells 
us  that  ground  level  ozone  is  a  poisonous  gas.  Ozone  causes  perma- 
nent lung  tissue  damage  to  children  as  well  as  being  harmful  to 
older  adults  and  the  athletically  active.  The  reason  the  automobile 
is  the  subject  of  this  matter  is  that  the  automobile  is  the  primary 
source  of  emissions  that  creates  this  secondary  pollution. 

The  key  to  reducing  ground  level  ozone  is  in  the  reduction  and 
control  of  hydrocarbons  and  nitric  oxide  emissions  from  auto- 
mobiles. This  effort  will  also  contribute  to  addressing  the  concern 
over  greenhouse  gasses  which  is  brought  to  our  attention  by  the  Il- 
linois Legislative  Task  Force  on  Global  Climate  Change.  Carbon  di- 
oxide in  the  atmosphere  is  25  percent  higher  than  at  any  time  in 
over  the  last  160,000  years.  The  reduction  of  automobile  emissions 
will  have  a  very  substantial  positive  impact  on  air  quality,  the  en- 
vironment and  quality  of  life. 

ECO  TRP  is  generally  misunderstood,  which  results  in  its  being 
perceived  to  be  burdensome  and  having  little  value.  To  the  con- 
trary, ECO  TRP  represents  value  to  both  the  employer  and  the  em- 
ployee. The  burden  is  in  the  learning  curve  necessary  to  under- 
stand the  issue  and  apply  the  correct  solutions.  The  cost  related  to 
ECO  TRP  are  also  very  difficult  to  State  with  any  accuracy.  I  have 
attached  a  cost  comparison  report  on  35  southern  California  busi- 
nesses for  your  review.  These  costs  range  from  $1.32  a  month  per 
employee  to  $11.36  per  employee.  However,  the  subject  is  not  yet 
sophisticated   enough   to   establish   absolute   costs   and,   when   the 
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costs  are  determined,  there  is  no  method  for  calculating  the  values 
received  back. 

The  real  burden  is  not  in  the  implementation  of  ECO  TRP.  The 
real  burden  is  in  what  we  have  already  done  and  continue  to  per- 
petuate: commit-up  to  one-third  of  land  space  in  primary  cities  to 
accommodate  the  automobile  and  transportation,  subsidize 
underutilized  public  transportation  by  over  $2  billion  per  year,  in- 
crease air  pollution  that  contributes  the  agricultural  damage  of  $2 
to  $5  billion  per  year,  increase  air  pollution  which  attributed  to  $40 
to  $50  bilHon  in  health  care  costs  and  the  Congressional  General 
Accounting  Office  tells  us  that  highway  congestion  causes  produc- 
tivity losses  of  $100  bilHon  a  year.  The  gas  wasted  in  idling  and 
traffic  congestion  is  equivalent  to  our  annual  imports.  Unfortu- 
nately, we  do  not  know  what  the  cost  is  to  our  environment  and 
infrastructure. 

ECO  TRP  is  an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  responsible  leader- 
ship. Business  as  an  entity  or  as  individuals  has  a  major  impact 
on  our  environment.  The  entity  and  the  individuals  both  have 
much  to  gain  with  responsible  action.  The  ECO  TRP  requirement 
must  become  part  of  the  culture  and,  as  necessary  as  restructuring 
and  reengineering  for  improved  efficiency,  productivity  and  cost  re- 
duction. 

I  have  examined  commuting  data  from  17  businesses  in  Southern 
California.  Aggregate  data  indicates  that  27.4  percent  of  the  em- 
ployees that  drive  alone  are  interested  in  an  alternative  commute. 
The  aggregate  APO  with  these  people  driving  alone  is  1.185.  If 
these  people  were  converted  to  just  two  person  carpools  the  aggre- 
gate APO  would  increase  to  1.415.  Use  of  public  transportation  or 
other  means  would  result  in  an  even  higher  APO.  Data  also  shows 
that  the  most  frequent  suggestion  for  participating  in  nondrive- 
alone  commuting  is  for  assistance  in  how  to  do  it.  This  is  the  great- 
est area  where  employers  can  have  an  influence  on  achieving  re- 
sults. 

To  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990,  according  to 
Bill  H.R.  4589,  would  further  weaken  an  already  weak  effort  to  re- 
duce ground  level  ozone.  The  original  national  ambient  air  quality 
standard  of  .08  parts  per  million  set  in  1970,  was  reduced  to  .12 
parts  per  million  in  1977.  This  standard  exists  today  even  though 
scientific  evidence  tells  us  ozone  at  .08  parts  per  million  and  below 
is  harmful  to  health.  The  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990,  if 
amended,  should  be  strengthened  to  support  employers,  be  more  in- 
clusive of  commuting  and  support  the  informational,  educational  ef- 
fort. It  should  promote  a  rethinking  of  new  transportation  construc- 
tion and  it  should  contribute  to  sincere  consideration  of  the  needs 
of  our  infrastructure. 

To  persist  in  delay  of  implementing  ECO  TRP  efforts  is  tanta- 
mount to  the  reluctance  in  recognizing  the  effect  of  CFC's  and  their 
effect  on  the  stratospheric  ozone  layer. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[Mr.  Wathen's  statement  may  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Chairman  POSHARD.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wathen. 

Our  last  member  of  the  panel  is  Mr.  Ron  Burke,  the  Director  of 
Environmental  Health  of  the  American  Lung  Association  of  Metro- 
politan Chicago. 
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Mr.  Burke. 


TESTIMONY  OF  RON  BURKE,  DIRECTOR  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL 
HEALTH,  AMERICAN  LUNG  ASSOCIATION  OF  METROPOLI- 
TAN CHICAGO 

Mr.  Burke.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Not  only  are  we  outnumbered,  but  we  get  the  worst  microphone. 
I  will  try  to  make  do  with  one  hand  here.  My  name  is  Ron  Burke 
and  I  am  director  of  Environmental  and  Occupational  Health  of  the 
American  Lung  Association  of  Metropolitan  Chicago.  ALAMC  was 
founded  in  1906  and  serves  Chicago  and  Cook  County  with  edu- 
cation, research  and  advocacy  programs  designed  to  protect  and  im- 
prove lung  health.  For  more  than  20  years  the  ALAMC  has  endeav- 
ored to  clear  the  air  of  contaminants  that  impact  our  lungs  every- 
day. For  the  past  3  years  ALAMC  has  been  the  lead  advocacy  orga- 
nization in  Metro  Chicago  working  on  Clean  Air  Act  implementa- 
tion. 

I  currently  represent  the  Lung  Association  on  the  Lake  Michigan 
Ozone  Study  Advisory  Committee,  The  Chicago  Area  Transpor- 
tation Study's  Transportation  Control  Measure  Development  Task 
Force  and  the  Illinois  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  Policy 
Group,  where  I  also  co-chair  the  Area  Source  subgroup. 

I  have  been  asked  to  comment  on  the  anticipated  environmental 
and  economic  impacts  of  ECO,  critique  proposed  implementation 
strategies  and  to  suggest  additional  strategies.  First,  however,  I 
would  like  to  briefly  discuss  why  reducing  vehicle  use  and  pollu- 
tion, the  goal  of  ECO,  is  so  important  to  Northeastern  Illinois.  As 
a  proponent  and  as  we  are  greatly  outnumbered  here  today,  and 
I  want  to  add  for  the  record,  that  disappoints  me  considerably. 

I  might  take  just  an  extra  couple  of  minutes,  to  make  our  case. 
Ten  percent  of  the  population  or  nearly  three-quarters  of  a  million 
in  Metro  Chicago  suffer  from  some  type  of  lung  disease  and  every- 
one is  at  risk  of  developing  a  lung  disease.  Study  after  study  finds 
strong  links  between  air  pollution  and  illness,  hospitalization,  the 
development  of  lung  disease,  decline  in  lung  function,  increases  in 
respiratory  symptoms  and  even  death.  This  even  at  levels  well 
below  current  Federal  standards. 

According  to  the  USEPA,  of  course,  motor  vehicles  are  the  num- 
ber one  source  of  most  pollutants  in  Northeastern  Illinois.  I  might 
add  that  includes  air  toxins  and,  of  course,  the  VOC's  and  nitrogen 
oxides  that  are  responsible  for  ozone  formation.  Growth  in  vehicle 
use  is  a  major  factor  in  this  equation.  In  fact,  if  between  1970  and 
1990  VMT,  that  is  vehicle  miles  traveled,  had  simply  grown  at  the 
same  rate  as  the  population  instead  of  far  outpacing  it,  1990  levels 
of  VOC's  and  no  emissions  would  have  been  15  to  20  percent  less. 
The  point  here  is  that  nearly  one-fifth  of  our  problem,  as  of  1990, 
was  due  to  the  growth  in  vehicle  use  that  simply  exceeded  the  pop- 
ulation growth  rate.  Clearly,  controlling  the  growth  in  vehicle  use 
is  a  critical  component  of  our  air  quality  strategy. 

The  cost  of  motorvehicle  pollution  in  Illinois  was  estimated  to  be 
between  $200  million  and  $4  billion  annually  by  a  1990  American 
Lung  Association  study.  Combined  with  the  fact  that  the  average 
U.S.  family  spends  20  percent  of  its  income  on  transportation,  that 
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is  mainly  cars,  that  transportation  infrastructure  strains  local 
budgets  and  pushes  up  property  taxes  and  that  motor  vehicles  are 
the  largest  drain  on  the  country's  energy  resources,  there  is  clearly 
both  an  economic  and  public  health  justification  for  minimizing  ve- 
hicle use. 

ECO  opponents,  of  course,  often  argue  that  other  measures  are 
better  than  ECO  and  they  should  be  used  instead  or,  of  course, 
ECO  should  just  be  voluntary,  as  is  Representative  Manzullo's  aim 
with  his  legislation.  In  reality,  some  are  better  and  some  are  worse, 
but  each  is  needed  to  complete  the  Clean  Air  Act  puzzle. 

Beyond  cleaner  fuels,  vehicle  inspection  and  maintenance  and 
vapor  recovery  at  gasoline  stations,  few  measures  can  compete  with 
the  6  tons  per  day  reduction  that  is  expected  when  Illinois'  cur- 
rently proposed  ECO  Program  is  fully  implemented.  This  is  the  ac- 
tual estimate,  from  the  Chicago  Area  Transportation  Study,  when 
this  program  is  fully  implemented,  not  2  tons  per  day  as  of  1996. 
This  is  often  thrown  about  as  the  proper  estimate,  that  is  not  true. 

This,  despite  the  fact  that  6  tons  per  day  underestimates  ECO's 
impact  for  at  least  two  reasons.  First,  of  course,  as  you  have  al- 
ready heard,  there  are  some  deficiencies  with  the  State's  proposed 
ECO  Program,  as  outlined  in  a  letter  from  USEPA  to  the  State 
DOT.  The  letter  was  dated  September  3,  1993.  The  most  critical 
problem  is  the  bold  step  that  Mr.  Vite  referred  to,  the  calculation 
of  the  AVO  which  essentially  gets  employers  nearly  halfway  to  the 
goal  of  exceeding  the  AVO  by  25  percent,  on  paper  alone.  This  is 
clearly  inconsistent  with  the  act  and  I  believe  will  be,  we  hope  will 
be,  challenged  by  the  USEPA.  The  point  is  that  a  fully  imple- 
mented legal  ECO  Program  in  Northeastern  Illinois  would  yield 
about  twice  the  benefits  of  the  current  estimate.  Therefore,  let's 
say,  10  to  12  tons  per  day,  not  just  6. 

In  addition,  the  6  tons  per  day  estimate  does  not  take  into  ac- 
count ECO  driven  reduction  in  vehicle  use  resulting  from  potential 
changes  in  non-work  related  travel,  land  use  decisions  that  allow 
for  multimodal  transportation  versus  auto  dependency,  which  is 
the  current  state  of  affairs  in  many  areas,  and  the  increased  sup- 
port and  subsequent  implementation  of  policies  and  investment 
practices  that  encourage  and  provide  auto  alternatives.  Accounting 
for  these  factors,  along  with  a  legal  ECO  Program,  yields  a  benefit 
that  likely  nears  15  tons  per  day  and,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  is  ri- 
valed by  very  few  other  measures. 

Now,  the  costs  of  ECO  are  proving  to  be  far  less  than  the  out- 
rageous estimates  carelessly  thrown  about  by  business  in  the  State. 
This  was  the  subject  of  an  August  15,  1994,  Crain's  Chicago  busi- 
ness article,  in  which  Nick  Ramfos,  a  marketing  analyst  in  YPSI 
Consulting  and  the  former  coordinator  of  the  CATS  ECO  dem- 
onstration project,  remarks  that  ECO  will  not  cost  as  much  as 
many  companies  fear. 

There  is  a  simple  reason  why  his  prediction  is  more  credible  than 
the  others  we  have  heard  here  today.  ECO  is  a  planning  mandate. 
It  is  not  a  requirement  to  throw  people  out  of  their  cars.  The  costs 
of  this  approach  can  not  be  accurately  compared  to  the  costs  of  pro- 
grams in  California,  where  meeting  a  target  is  the  bottom  line. 
Here  the  bottom  line  is  good  faith  planning,  quote  unquote,  good 
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faith  planning.  I  should  say  a  good  faith  effort  in  the  planning 
realm. 

To  a  great  extent  local  and  State  governments  will  determine  the 
cost  of  ECO  and  whether  they  choose  to  revise  or  cling  to  auto  bi- 
ased policies  that  we  have  heard  described  here  today.  We  have 
heard  descriptions  of  the  current  problem,  how  insurmountable  it 
appears  to  be.  This  problem,  that  is,  solo  driving  being  so  preva- 
lent, is  largely  a  function  of  government  policies  that  encourage, 
and  in  some  cases  necessitate,  these  levels  of  solo  driving.  These 
policies  include  huge  road  subsidies.  That,  combined  with  the  re- 
gion's auto  dependent  transportation  system,  make  it  nearly  impos- 
sible for  other  modes  to  compete. 

For  example,  in  1990  only  60  percent  of  the  direct  costs  of  driv- 
ing were  covered  by  vehicle  user  fees  such  as  gas  taxes,  registra- 
tion fees  and  tolls,  nationwide.  The  rest  was  subsidized  primarily 
through  property  and  sales  taxes,  thereby,  hiding  the  true  costs  of 
driving  and  inflating  demand  beyond  what  is  optimal.  Moreover, 
road  subsidies  and  poor  land  use  planning  encourage  and  accom- 
modate car  dependent  development,  resulting  in  still  further  de- 
mand for  solo  driving. 

It  is  our  strongly  held  belief  that  the  success  and  expense  of  ECO 
hinges  largely  on  the  willingness  of  Illinois  officials,  businesses  and 
citizens  to  revise  these  policies,  rather  than  engaging  in  political 
brinkmanship.  In  particular,  a  recent  guide  from  USEPA  indicates 
that  States  may  implement  regional  programs,  and  I  am  quoting 
here,  "equivalent  to  the  trip  reductions  achieved  through  a  success- 
ful ECO  Program,  such  that  employers  would  not  be  required  to 
submit  individual  ECO  plans."  Would  not  be  required  to  submit 
these  plans,  the  goal  of  Representative  Manzullo's  legislation  and 
the  goal  many  folks  have  in  mind,  in  trying  to  eliminate  ECO.  The 
kind  of  regional  trip  reductions  referred  to  here  are  more  than  like- 
ly the  market-based  approaches  mentioned  earlier  by  Mr.  Vite  and, 
I  believe,  also  which  were  endorsed  by  Ms.  Hogan  in  her  testimony. 

So  there  is  an  alternative  to  killing  ECO  or  making  it  optional, 
that  would  both  relieve  the  burden  on  employers  and  improve  air 
quality.  Of  course,  employers  can  make  a  great  deal  of  progress  by 
using  various  technologies,  policies  and,  if  they  choose,  invest- 
ments. Government  can  and  should  assist  by  taking  full  advantage 
of  the  flexibility  of  Federal  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Effi- 
ciency Act  funds  to  provide  the  kind  of  alternatives  needed  to  get 
folks  out  of  their  cars,  to  make  that  possible. 

However,  auto  work  trips  are  most  likely  to  decline  if  the  burden 
to  drive  less  rests  with  the  employee.  I  wholeheartedly  agree  with 
Ms.  Hogan's  testimony  here.  Regionwide  trip  reduction  programs 
accomplish  this  goal.  As  discussed  above,  they  can  even  be  used  to 
completely  eliminate  the  requirement  that  employers  submit  plans. 

Some  examples  of  regionwide  trip  reduction  programs  include: 
First,  parking  cash  out  at  the  regional  level,  in  which  employers 
would  offer  employees  the  cash  equivalent  of  the  value  of  the  em- 
ployer paid  parking  or  the  parking  itself 

Second,  regional  minimum  worksite  parking  fee,  in  which  solo 
drivers  would  be  charged  the  minimum  parking  fee,  while 
ridesharers  would  be  charged  less  or  nothing.  The  additional  fees 
could  be  rebated  to  employees  at  the  end  of  the  year,  they  could 


38 

be  used  to  reduce  property  taxes  that  currently  fund  roads,  offset 
the  State  gas  tax  and  fund  nonsolo  occupant  vehicle  modes.  Each 
option  here  would  result  in  significant  trip  reductions. 

Third,  regional  mileage  based  fee.  Drivers  would  pay  a  per-mile 
fee  that  replaces  the  State's  vehicle  registration  fee.  Additional  rev- 
enues could  be  used  to  reduce  the  current  regional  transportation 
authority  component  of  the  sales  tax,  offset  the  State  gas  tax  or 
fund  nonsolo  occupant  vehicle  modes,  once  again.  Low  income  driv- 
ers could  be  exempt  or  assessed  a  discounted  fee.  Each  approach 
could  result  in  significant  trip  reduction  and  this  strategy  would 
also  impact  nonwork  related  trips,  having  that  additional  benefit. 

Now,  these  suggestions  are  not  perfect,  I  acknowledge,  nor  are 
they  fully  refined,  but  before  they  are  criticized  I  ask,  and  we 
should  ask,  business  and  government  officials  why  they  have  de- 
voted their  time  to  gutting  and  avoiding  ECO  instead  of  exploring 
creative  solutions  like  these.  A  true  commitment  to  improving  air 
quality  requires  at  least  as  much,  in  our  opinion. 

Chairman  POSHARD.  Mr.  Burke,  let  me  ask  you  to  summarize 

this. 

Mr.  Burke.  I  am  summarizing.  I  am  summarizing  right  now. 
Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  your  patience. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Sure. 

Mr.  Burke.  In  summary,  ECO  is  a  critical  component  of  the 
State's  effort  to  reduce  air  pollution,  consistent  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  Over  time,  it  should  result  in  a  level  of  emissions  reduction  ri- 
valed by  only  a  few  other  strategies.  Because  ECO  is  a  planning 
requirement  with  many  available  options  and  not  a  mandate  to 
force  employees  out  of  their  cars,  its  costs  will  be  far  less  than  the 
exaggerated  figures  cited  by  opponents. 

Moreover,  State  and  local  governments  have  the  ability  to  fur- 
ther minimize  costs  while  maximizing  air  quality  benefits  by  adopt- 
ing regional  policies  that  result  in  trip  reduction  and  minimize,  or 
even  eliminate,  the  burden  on  employers.  However,  if  the  State  re- 
fuses to  revise  its  proposed  program,  to  make  it  legal,  ECO  could 
actually  cost  the  State  a  great  deal  of  money,  in  the  form  of  Fed- 
eral sanctions,  something  we  all  hope  to  avoid. 

Most  important,  of  course,  is  the  fact  that  Illinois  is  required  to 
provide  its  citizens  with  healthy  air,  a  mandate  that  will  require 
a  more  efficient  transportation  system  that  minimizes  vehicle  use 
in  Northeastern  Illinois.  For  this  to  happen,  both  the  public  and 
private  sectors  must  create  incentives  for  using  alternative  modes 
more  and  driving  less.  ECO  is  both  the  first  step  and  the  catalyst 
toward  this  end. 

I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  would  be  more  than  happy  to  an- 
swer questions. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Burke. 

I  know  there  are  some  members  of  the  panel  that  indicated  to 
me  earlier  that  they  have  to  leave  to  meet  other  transportation 
time  lines  and  you  can  feel  free  to  do  that.  We  won't  make  a  big 
deal  out  of  it  if  you  have  to  get  up  in  the  middle  of  the  question 

period.  ■       a        tt     u 

Let  me  recognize  at  this  time  State  Representative  Ann  Hughs, 
who  is  here  in  our  audience. 
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Ann,  thank  you  for  joining  us.  We  appreciate  your  interest  in 
this  topic. 

Let  me  direct,  just  a  general  question  to  the  panel  and  particu- 
larly Ms.  Jackson  and  Mr.  Vite  to  begin  with,  since  you  represent 
large  organizations  and  small  business  people  who  are  particularly 
concerned  about  this. 

Sally,  you  mentioned  in  your  testimony  that  there  are  economi- 
cally reasonable  and  environmentally  feasible  ways  of  achieving 
these  air  quality  ends,  aside  from  the  mandate  that  the  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  bring  forth.  Now,  Chicago  is  a  city  that  has  se- 
vere ozone  problems.  I  think  we  all  know  that.  That  means  it  has 
environmental  health  problems.  The  suburbs  are  expanding  west- 
ward, we  know  that.  Eventually,  we  are  going  to  see  the  kind  of 
congestion  in  this  area  that  we  see  in  parts  of  the  city.  What  are 
the  feasible  alternatives  that  you  folks  referred  to,  outside  the 
mandated  program,  that  we  might  look  at  as  sort  of  the  futuristic 
look  at  resolving  the  kinds  of  problems  that  may  eventually  take 
place  in  a  congested  western  suburban  area? 

If  we  don't  need  the  Federal  mandate,  what  happens  if  we  get 
down  the  road  2025  years  and  all  of  a  sudden  folks  are  saying,  as 
they  are  saying  in  the  outskirts  of  Washington,  DC,  right  now, 
solve  this  transportation  problem,  solve  this  environmental  prob- 
lem? If  we  wait  until  it  becomes  a  problem  what  do  we  do?  What 
is  the  solution  in  the  interim,  particularly  for  small  business,  so 
that  we  are  not  costing  jobs,  we  are  not  making  mandates  so  heavy 
that  we  are  making  it  impossible  for  our  economy  to  improve,  but 
we  are  also  taking  steps  toward  a  future  look  at  possible  problems 
that  we  are  going  to  have  to  solve  down  the  road? 

Ms.  Jackson.  I  think  a  voluntary  program  is  one  that  is  quite 
acceptable  and  there  is  an  educational  component  that  goes  with 
that  increasing  public  awareness.  Those  are  aspects  of  the  edu- 
cational program  that  we  have  already  started  through  our  efforts 
to  advise  and  inform  employers  about  ECO.  I  think  there  will  be 
some  behavior  changes,  I  referred  to,  as  a  result  of  public  aware- 
ness and  educational  campaigns  through  voluntary  programs,  just 
as  has  occurred  both  by  individuals  and  businesses  in  the  recycling 
area,  as  has  been  noted.  So,  I  think  the  voluntary  public  awareness 
kind  of  approach  can  be  extremely  effective  in  bringing  about  real 
improvements. 

I  think  there  are  other  very  specific  targeted  efforts,  one  of  which 
I  mentioned  in  my  written  testimony.  I  didn't  comment  on  it  in  my 
oral  testimony  this  morning.  That  is,  in  the  marine  vessel  area, 
where  we  have  companies  that  are  actually  loading  petroleum 
products,  a  very  simple  targeting  effort  in  their  procedures,  is 
much  more  cost  effective  and  requires  dealing  only  with  three 
major  employers,  for  example,  to  bring  about  nearly  the  same  re- 
turn that  this  program  that  involves  up  to  6,000  different  employ- 
ers, 9,000  different  sites,  would  end  up  costing.  So,  targeting  the 
efforts  and  public  awareness  are  the  two  approaches  that  I  think 
are  most  effective. 

I  turn  it  over  to  Dave  to  continue.  I  am  one  of  the  panelists  who 
indicated  they  have  to  get  back  to  Chicago.  So,  I  will  turn  it  over 
to  Dave.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  ViTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  the  EPA  has  a  variety  of 
the  things  which  they  are  working  on.  As  I  mentioned,  cash  for 
clunkers  is  one  which  has  had  a  significant  impact  and,  if  ex- 
panded, could  have  a  bigger  impact.  I  think,  also,  what  the  indus- 
try has  done  with  reducing  auto  emissions,  just  simply  by  tech- 
nology, has  made  a  significant  difference.  The  use  of  ethanol  and 
those  kinds  of  things  are  going  to  have  a  significant  impact  over 
time. 

I  think  in  the  Chicago  land  area  we  can  look  at  reducing  vehicle 
mileage  traveled  by  some  of  the  traffic  improvements — I  am  sorry, 
the  transportation  improvements  which  have  been  made,  355  going 
north  and  south  through  the  Oak  Brook/DuPage  County  area.  The 
conversation  about  the  EJ&E  Railroad  moving  from  the 
Waukeegan  area  around  Barrington,  Hoffman  Estates  and  up  to 
Aurora  could  have  a  significant — make  a  significant  difference  in 
the  transportation  network. 

A  personal  transportation  system,  which  was  talked  about  for  the 
Rosemont  area — or  I  should  say,  the  RFP's  included  Rosemont, 
Shaumburg  and  some  others — which  came  out  of  transportation 
dollars,  could  make  a  difference. 

My  sense  is,  it  is  really  not  the  employer  community's  respon- 
sibility to  change  public  behavior  and  that  is  something  I  didn't  say 
before  and  I  didn't  have  it  in  my  written  testimony.  If  vehicle  miles 
traveled  and  if  transportation  is  the  significant  contributor  to  air 
quality  to  date,  then  what  it  was  20  years  ago,  and  growing  so, 
why  has  not  the  Congress  or  the  administration  spread  the  burden 
of  reducing  miles  traveled  and  trips  across  all  citizens?  Why  is  it 
levied  solely  against  the  roughly  13  percent  of  the  employers,  who 
have  100  employees  or  more  and  those  employers  are  relied  upon 
to  reduce  transportation  in  their  regions? 

My  sense  is,  you  could  do  a  whole  lot  better  by  getting  10  kids 
with  '57  Chevies  from  driving  to  school  than  by  getting  Sage  Prod- 
ucts to  get  10  of  their  employees  to  carpool  with  one  another.  The 
emissions  reduction  would  be  better  and  you  wouldn't  be  imposing 
mandates  on  the  breadwinners  of  households. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Let's  let  the  folks  down  on  the  end,  who 
have  an  opposite  view  of  this  situation,  to  comment  then. 

Mr.  Burke.  Certainly,  we  are  not  completely  opposite.  I  want  to 
respond  to  Mr.  Vite's  question,  why  has  not  the  government  spread 
the  burden?  Actually  they  have.  I  read  this  in  my  testimony  and 
I  want  to  reemphasize  it.  I  think  it  is  a  legitimate  point,  why  put 
this  on  employers,  not  the  entire  community.  I  think  EPA  is  re- 
sponding to  this  and  I  read  it  earlier.  I  will  read  it  again. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Where  is  it? 

Mr.  Burke.  It  is  on  the — I  am  sorry.  It  is  on  the  fourth 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Because  I  want  to  ask  some  questions  and  we 
have  got  to  fnish  in  9  minutes. 

Mr.  Burke.  Well,  once  again,  I  will  just  go  quickly.  It  is  in  the 
recent  guidance  letter  from  Carol  Browner,  USEPA  Administrator, 
to  Senator  Frank  Lautenberg.  It  refers  to  the  ability  to  adopt 
equivalent  trip  reductions  through  regional  programs  that  would 
affect  everyone,  trip  reduction  equivalent  to  meet  a  successful  ECO 
Program  that  would  eliminate  the  requirement  to  have  employers 
submit  individual  plans.  I  think  that  is  USEPA's  response. 
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Chairman  Poshard.  In  the  interest  of  time,  let's  go  to  other 
members  of  the  Congressional  subcommittee  here,  again,  and  ask 
Mr.  Manzullo  if  he  has  questions  for  the  panel. 

Mr.  Manzullo.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  it.  I  have  just 
a  couple  of  comments. 

One  of  these,  I  have  an  8-year-old  son  with  asthma  and  three 
children  that  have  allergies.  I  have  as  much  an  interest  in  clean 
air  as  anybody  else  does,  but  I  am  absolutely  astonished  and  it  is 
almost  embarrassing,  Mr.  Burke,  your  statement,  a  regional  mile- 
age based  fee  for  drivers  to  pay  a  per  mile  fee  that  replaces  the 
State's  vehicle  registration  fee.  It  is  the  people  living  the  rural 
areas  that  have  to  travel  the  greatest  distances,  many  times  to  the 
lowest  paying  jobs,  and  you  would  penalize  them  for  using  their 
automobiles  in  an  area  that  just  happens  to  be  in  a  severe  area, 
such  as  McHenry  County.  That  is  one  comment. 

The  other  comment  in  here  is  the  fact  that  this  is  all  theory. 
ECO  has  never  worked  anywhere  in  this  Nation,  never.  It  was 
never  debated  in  the  Congress.  It  never  came  up  in  subcommittee. 
There  has  never  been  a  model.  What  we  have  are  a  bunch  of  theo- 
rists that  are  saying,  we  know  what  is  best  for  the  people  who  live 
in  this  Greater  Chicago  Metropolitan  statistical  area,  we  know 
best.  You  state  here  a  letter  from  Carol  Browner.  Wherein,  it  is 
stated,  and  you  stated  it  accurately,  that  there  is  no  mandate  for 
the  employers  to  come  up  with  this  plan.  We  asked  Mr.  Rothblatt, 
is  there  any  room  for  any  type  of  flexibility  where  the  language  is 
quite  clear  that  it  states  that  ECO  is  mandated  in  a  severe  area. 
He  says,  there  is  no  room  to  waive  that.  There  is  room  for  flexibil- 
ity, but  you  can't  waive  it. 

I  would  suggest  that  what  we  have  here  is  people  don't  know 
what  is  going  on.  I  can't  get  straight  answers  out  of  the  EPA.  I  am 
not  criticizing  Mr.  Rothblatt,  he  is  doing  the  best  he  can  under  the 
circumstances.  I  just  think  that  what  we  need  is  a  little  bit  of  a 
common  sense  approach  here  as  to  exactly  what  is  going  on.  There 
are  a  lot  of  people,  in  fact,  most  of  the  people  in  McHenry  County, 
work  within  this  county.  A  good  percentage  leave  here  and  go  to 
the  other  collar  counties  of  this  Congressional  District  or— that  is 
correct,  this  Congressional  District,  and  under  Mr.  Hastert's  Con- 
gressional District,  also.  Nobody  is  talking  about  the  person  in 
Harvard  who  drives  to  Crystal  Lake  or  has  to  drive  to  Algonquin, 
where  there  are  no  busses,  it  is  impossible  to  carpool  and  it  is  so 
easy  to  theorize  about  it.  We  talk  about  reasonable  solutions,  some- 
thing about  buying  busses  and  the  only  comment  that  I  would  like 
to  make  here  is,  why  doesn't  somebody  do  a  model  test  and  find 
a  model  city  where  ECO  has  worked  and  then  we  will  take  a  look 
at  it. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  A  couple  of  questions,  first  of  all,  Sally  Jackson 
has  left,  so  Mr.  Vite,  current  studies  indicate  that  many  work  trips 
are  becoming  linked  to  all  other  types  of  vehicle  trips.  Such  as 
dropping  kids  off  at  daycare  and  schools,  picking  up  laundry,  buy- 
ing food,  grocery  shopping,  going  to  malls,  that  is  all  tied  into  the 
work  trip  every  day.  Has  the  Illinois  State  Chamber  or  the  Illinois 
Retail  Merchants  Association  analyzed  the  impact  that  25  percent 
fewer  cars  on  the  road,  relative  to  its  impact  of  number  of  shoppers 
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and  its  economic  impact  on  that?  If  yes,  what  does  your  research 
show?  I  think  there  are  two  edges.  First  of  all,  when  you  reduce 
the  number  of  work  trips  you  also  increase  the  number  of  times  the 
cars  are  on  the  road,  that  make  these  other  types  of  trips? 

Mr.  VlTE.  The  answer  is,  I  don't  have  any  empirical  data,  but  my 
sense  is  that  if  someone  is  going  to  go  to  the  jewel  store,  they  are 
going  to  go  to  the  jewel  store.  If  they  have  to  carpool  with  Ms. 
Jones  to  get  to  Sage  Products,  when  they  get  back  home  they  are 
going  to  get  back  in  their  car  and  drive  to  the  jewel  store.  If  they 
ride  with  Ms.  Jones  to  work,  they  may  have  already  driven  to  drop 
their  son  or  daughter  off  at  school  or  at  the  daycare  center  and 
then  they  are  going  to  have  to  get  back  in  their  car  and  pick  them 
up  on  the  way  home. 

I  can  honestly  say  though,  the  California  experience  has  not 
shown  a  negative  impact  in  retail  sales  with  respect  to  the  ECO 
Programs  up  there.  I  do  know  that  for  certain. 

Mr.  Hastert.  The  next  question  is  for  the  young  woman  from 
the  transit  area.  Please  discuss  the  impact  that  episodic  implemen- 
tation of  this  program  would  have  on  businesses  that  are  located 
in  Northern  Illinois  and  on  employees  who  work  at  these  locations, 
as  compared  to  year-round  implementation  of  this  program  or  sea- 
sonal controls,  Ms.  Hogan? 

Ms.  Hogan.  I  think,  clearly,  at  a  minimum  we  currently  have 
guidance  from  USEPA  saying,  they  will  accept  seasonal  controls. 
The  impact  of  that,  it  seems  to  me,  a  minimum  75  percent  reduc- 
tion in  burden  on  employers.  It  would  only  be  done  during  3 
months  of  the  year  in  the  Chicago  area — rather  that  year-round — 
and,  therefore,  the  reduction  is  significant.  With  the  additional 
flexibility  of  episodic,  again,  in  1993  there  were  no  episodes.  There 
was  no  need  to  implement  a  costly  ECO  Program.  From  our  per- 
spective, the  treatment  of  the  problem  on  the  days  when  it  occurs 
and  the  reliability  of  data  we  can  get  from  the  new  Lake  Michigan 
ozone  study  means  that  this  program  can  have  a  significantly  lower 
economic  impact  on  employers  in  the  area  and  address  the  problem 
with  employees  having  the  ability  to  correlate  why  they  are 
having 

Mr.  Hastert.  A  common  sense  approach  is  trying  to  solve  a 
problem,  instead  of  trying  a  huge  solution  that  only  has  a  pinpoint 
of  a  problem. 

Ms.  Hogan.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Hastert.  One  of  the  interesting  things  that  we  look  at,  the 
reason  that  the  metropolitan  statistical  area  is  included  in  the 
greater  solution  of  this  problem  and  really  where  the  real  problems 
of  air  pollution,  ozone  problems  are  within  the  city  of  Chicago  it- 
self. I  mean,  that  is,  where  you  are  driving  in  on  the  East  West 
Tollway  or  however  you  are  going  into  Kennedy  or  whatever  and 
you  are  bumper  to  bumper.  Cars  are  moving  at  10  or  15  miles  on 
hour  and  you  are  usually  creating — cars  aren't  very  efficient  at 
that  rate  of  speed  and  that  is  where  the  real  pollution  is. 

I  guess,  Mr.  Burke,  if  you  were  really  forthcoming  and  really 
candid  in  your  approach,  as  you  would  say,  to  really  solve  the  prob- 
lem, you  would  try  to  do  a  50  or  60  percent  ride  reduction,  within 
the  city  of  Chicago.  Of  course,  we  know  that  83  percent  of  your 
funds  come  from  innercity  sources.  So,  you  would  be  very  protective 
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of  that  for  your  association.  But  really,  in  reality,  if  you  want  to 
solve  the  problem,  the  common  sense  problem,  is  to  solve  the  prob- 
lem within  the  city  of  Chicago  and  not  try  to  wash  Chicago's  prob- 
lem of  trying  to  meet  these  statistics  over  a  greater  six  county  area. 

Mr.  Burke.  I  understand  your  point. 

Mr.  Hastert.  My  point  is  that  you  are  not  taking  a  very  honest 
approach  to  the  solution. 

Mr.  Burke.  Your  point  is  that  most  of  the  solution  is  generated 
in  Chicago? 

Mr.  Hastert.  Yes. 

Mr.  Burke.  Therefore,  it  is  a  Chicago  problem? 

Mr.  Hastert.  Well,  I  am  saying,  that  is  where  the  solution 
should  start,  that  50  or  60  percent  ride  reduction  within  the  city. 
The  city  has  the  ability  to  do  this.  The  city  has,  certainly,  the  mass 
transit  to  do  that  and  when  you  start  to  see  where  the  real  source 
of  pollution  is,  the  clogged  arteries  going  into  Chicago  day-in  and 
day-out,  that  is  where  you  should  start.  What  you  do  is  you  spread 
the  averages  out.  You  create  a  cleansing  solution,  a  statistical 
trick,  as  President  Clinton  would  say,  for  the  city  of  Chicago.  So, 
then  you  try  to  spread  that  responsibility  on  the  collar  counties. 

I  mean  we  could  really  do  it,  we  could  bring  it  all  the  way  down 
to  Representative  Poshard's  area.  We  could  require  those  folks  to 
do  that,  it  would  make  Chicago  look  real  good. 

Mr.  Hastert.  It  is  interesting  you  bring  that  up  because  it  turns 
out  air  pollution  is  such  a  regional  problem,  a  metropolitan  Chicago 
problem  and,  as  it  turns  out  part  of  our  problem  is  transported  in 
from  Southern  Illinois,  as  it  turns  out.  I  don't  think  you  will  ever 
see  ECO  down  there,  though  I  could  be  wrong. 

I  want  to  address  your  point  though.  On  a  per  capita  basis,  the 
collar  county  residents  drive  considerably  more  than,  say,  Chicago 
and  that  congestion  you  referred  to  going  into  Chicago,  of  course, 
those  folks  live  out  here.  So,  the  point  is  that,  it  is  a  metropolitan 
problem,  it  is  a  regional  problem  that  needs  to  be  addressed. 

Mr.  Hastert.  No  it  is  not.  It  is  the  city  of  Chicago.  If  the  city 
of  Chicago  reduces  the  number  of  rides,  and  it  has  mass  transpor- 
tation, there  are  four  commuter  lines  that  go  through  my  district, 
and  so  if  the  city  of  Chicago  reduces  the  number  of  rides  within 
there  and  has  that  responsibility,  the  employers  in  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago, what  you  are  doing  is  creating  a  facade,  a  statistical  facade, 
when  you  include  the  other  six  collar  counties.  I  mean  if  you  really 
wanted  to  solve  the  solution,  you  would  solve  the  solution  in  Chi- 
cago, where  you  have  the  mass  transit  and  the  resources  to  do  it. 

Mr.  BuitKE.  I  won't  argue  that  improvement  needs  to  be  made  in 
the  city  of  Chicago,  as  well,  but  it  is  a  misnomer  to  argue  that  the 
collar  counties  aren't  part  of  metropolitan  Chicago  and,  therefore, 
should  not  be  part  of  the  regional  strategy. 

Mr.  Hastert.  It  is  a  statistical  area.  It  is  a  statistical  way  to  get 
them  involved  to  reduce  Chicago's  percentages.  That  is  all,  thank 
you. 

Chairman  Poshard.  Do  you  have  any  additional  questions  at 
this  point  in  time,  Don? 

There  is  a  separate  meeting  beginning  in  a  few  moments  on  the 
Superfund  that  some  of  us  are  having  to  attend. 
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Let  me  thank  the  members  of  the  panel  for  attending  this  hear- 
ing. We  certainly  will  be  taking  your  comments  back  and  giving 
them  to  the  respective  committees  with  jurisdiction  in  the  Con- 
gress. 

At  this  point  in  time  we  will  conclude  the  hearing  by  saying  it 
is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:47  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned  sub- 
ject to  the  call  of  the  chair.] 
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STJRCOMMJTTEE  ON  RURAL  ENTERPRISES.  EXPORTS. 
AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

FIELD  HEARING  ON  EMPLOYEE  COMMUTE  OPTIONS 

SEPTEMBER  6,  1994 

Opening  statement  by  U.S.  Representative  Don  Manzullo 

Illinois  -  16th  District 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WANT  TO  BEGIN  BY  WELCOMING  YOU  AND 
MY  COLLEAGUE,  REPRESENTATIVE  HASTERT  TO  MCHENRY 
COUNTY  AND  THANK  YOU  FOR  TAKING  TIME  OUT  OF  YOUR  BUSY 
SCHEDULES  TO  BE  HERE  TODAY.    I  ALSO  WANT  TO  THANK  MS. 
SUSAN  VANWEELDEN,  ASSOCIATE  DEAN  OF  THE  CENTER  FOR 
COMMERCE  &  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  HERE  AT  MCHENRY 
COUNTY  COLLEGE,  FOR  MAKING  THE  FACILITY  AVAILABLE  FOR 
US  AND  ALL  THE  HELP  SHE  HAS  PROVIDED  IN  PREPARING  FOR 
THIS  HEARING.    I  ALSO  WANT  TO  WELCOME  AND  THANK  ALL  OF 
YOU  WHO  AGREED  TO  TESTIFY  AND  SUBMIT  STATEMENTS 
BEFORE  THIS  COMMITTEE  TODAY,  I  CERTAINLY  APPRECIATE 
EVERYONE'S  INTEREST  AND  COOPERATION  ON  THIS  ISSUE. 

THE  AMENDMENTS  TO  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  THAT  WERE  PASSED 
IN  1990  SHOULD  BE  OF  INTEREST  TO  EVERYONE,  BECAUSE  THEY 
WILL  AFFECT  OUR  LIVES  DRAMATICALLY,  NOT  JUST  HERE  IN 
MCHENRY  COUNTY  BUT  THROUGHOUT  THE  UNITED  STATES. 


46 


WE  ALL  AGREE  THAT  THE  GOALS  OF  THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  ARE 
GOOD,  AND  WE  ARE  NOT  HERE  TO  LOWER  THOSE  STANDARDS. 
BUT  HOW  TO  REACH  THOSE  GOALS  ARE  WHAT  CONCERN  MANY 
PEOPLE.    WE  ARE  HERE  TODAY  TO  DISCUSS  A  SPECIFIC  PROVISION 
IN  THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1990  KNOWN  AS  THE 
EMPLOYEE  COMMUTE  OPTIONS  (ECO),  OR  PROPERLY  CALLED  A 
CAR-POOLING  MANDATE.    THIS  FEDERAL  REQUIREMENT  AFFECTS 
ONE  OF  THE  MOST  PERSONAL  ASPECTS  OF  AMERICAN  LIFE  -  HOW 
PEOPLE  GET  FROM  THEIR  HOMES  TO  WORK  AND  BACK  AGAIN. 

I  HAVE  SERIOUS  CONCERNS  ABOUT  THIS  PROVISION  ON 
BUSINESSES,  BOTH  LARGE  AND  SMALL.    I  SHARE  THE  CONCERNS 
OF  EMPLOYERS  WHO  WILL  BEAR  THE  BRUNT  OF  THE  COST  OF 
IMPLEMENTING  THESE  PROGRAMS.    AND  I,  LIKE  MANY  OF  MY 
CONSTITUENTS,  WONDER  HOW  THIS  NEW  LAW  WILL  AFFECT  OUR 
EVERYDAY  LIVES,  ESPECIALLY  IN  AREAS  WHERE  THERE  IS 
LITTLE,  IF  ANY,  MASS  TRANSPORTATION. 

I  AM  NOT  HERE  TODAY  TO  BASH  THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  OF 
1990  OR  THE  STANDARDS  THAT  WERE  PUT  FORTH.    THE  PURPOSE 
OF  TODAY'S  HEARING  IS  TO  HELP  MAKE  MY    COLLEAGUES 


47 


AWARE  OF  THE  PROBLEMS  THIS  MANDATE  PUTS  UPON  THE 
FAMILIES  OF  THIS  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  AND  OTHERS  THAT 
MAY  HAVE  TO  COMPLY.    I  PLAN  TO  TAKE  THIS  INFORMATION 
BACK  TO  WASHINGTON  AND  SHARE  IT  WITH  THE  U.S.  EPA  AND 
OTHERS  WHO  ARE  INVOLVED  IN  OVERSEEING  THIS  STATUTE.    I 
HOPE  TO  LEARN  THIS  MORNING  WHAT  WE  MAY  EXPECT  FROM 
THIS  LAW  IN  TERMS  OF  THE  COSTS  TO  IMPLEMENT  IT  AS 
COMPARED  TO  THE  BENEFITS  THAT  WILL  BE  REAPED.    I  ALSO 
HOPE  TO  LEARN  WHAT  THE  FUTURE  HOLDS  FOR  THOSE  WHO  ARE 
DIRECTLY  OR  INDIRECTLY  IMPACTED  BY  THIS  PROVISION.    WE 
MAY  LEARN  THAT  THERE  ARE  OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE 
LAW  SUCH  AS  THE  LEGISLATION  I  HAVE  INTRODUCED  IN  THE  U.S. 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  H.R.  4589  WHICH  WOULD  GIVE 
STATE  DISCRETION  TO  USE  CAR  POOLING  AS  AN  OPTION  RATHER 
THAN  A  MANDATE  TO  COMPLY  WITH  CLEAN  AIR  STANDARDS.    IT 
IS  THE  STATES  THAT  KNOW  THE  BEST  WAY  TO  SOLVE  THEIR  AIR 
POLLUTION  PROBLEMS  AND  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  SEE  THEM  HAVE 
THE  FLEXIBILITY  TO  DO  THAT.    WE  HAVE  A  SHORT  AMOUNT  OF 
TIME  TO  DISCUSS  THIS  ISSUE  TODAY,  I  AND  MY  COLLEAGUES 
HAVE  MANY  QUESTIONS  SO  I  WILL  NOT  DELAY  ANY  LONGER. 
THANK  YOU  ONCE  AGAIN  FOR  COMING,  I  YIELD  TO  THE 
CHAIRMAN. 
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STATEMENT  BY  CHAIRMAN  POSHARD 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  RURAL  ENTERPRISES, 

EXPORTS  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

HEARING  ON  EMPLOYEE  COMMUTE  OPTIONS  REQUIRED  BY  THE 

CLEAN  AIR  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

SEPTEMBER  6,  1994 

Good  morning.   Today's  hearing  will  examine  the  environmental  benefits  and 

the  impact  on  moderate-sized  businesses  of  the  Employee  Commute  Options  - 

the  ECO  program  -  required  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990. 


Because  Chicago  is  a  severe  ozone-smog  non-attainment  region,  the  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  require  that  the  state  of  Illinois  implement  the  ECO 
program  throughout  the  metropolitan  area.  Under  the  program,  by  1996, 
employers  in  firms  with  more  than  100  employees  will  be  required  to  submit 
compliance  plans,  which  aim  to  raise  average  passenger  occupancy  (APO) 
among  commuting  employees  to  a  level  25  percent  above  the  average  vehicle 
occupancy  (APO)  for  the  region  in  1992. 

The  stated  object  of  these  ECO  provisions  is  to  help  achieve  compliance  with 
ozone-smog  standards  by  managing  commuting  practices  -  in  other  words,  to 
improve  air  quality  through  reduced  employee  vehicle  use. 

Some  states  and  businesses  believe  that  implementing  the  ECO  program  will 
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impose  unreasonable  burdens,  burdens  which  they  argue  will  outweigh  any 
likely  environmental  benefits.  Others  believe  the  supposed  burdens  have  been 
exaggerated  and  that  the  program  will  likely  deliver  important  environmental 
benefits. 

Mr,  Manzullo,  who  is  a  valuable  member  of  our  Subcommittee,  requested  that 
we  examine  this  topic  here  in  his  district,  where  there  has  been  much 
discussion  of  the  topic.  Clearly,  many  businesses  here  believe  that 
implementing  ECO  will  be  more  trouble  than  it  is  worth.  We  will  hear  from 
some  of  these  businesspeople  on  our  second  panel.  At  a  minimum,  I  expect 
some  of  them  will  agree  with  Mr.  Manzullo's  proposal  to  make  the  ECO 
program  an  option  for  states  rather  than  a  requirement.  However,  we  also 
will  hear  during  our  second  panel  from  citizens,  including  at  least  one  small 
business  person,  who  believe  the  ECO  program  is  important  and  that  its 
effects  will  be  positive. 

First  we  will  hear  from  a  government  panel.  That  panel  will  include 
representatives  of  the  federal  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  whose  duty 
it  is  to  enforce  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  which  has 
passed  a  law  to  put  into  effect  its  plan  for  implementing  the  ECO  program  in 
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the  Chicago  area. 

Before  I  give  the  floor  to  Mr.  Manzullo  and  Mr.  Hastert  for  their  opening 
statements,  I  would  like  to  thank  all  our  witnesses  for  attending.  I  would  also 
like   to   thank    Susan    VanWeelden   and    the    McHenry    County    Center   for 
Commerce  and  Economic  Development  for  providing  us  with  a  hearing  room 
today. 
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MrH('nn)  CounUj 
tconomii  Di'whpmciii  Corporaluvi 

August    30,    1994 

The  Honorable  Glenn  Poshard 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
569  Ford  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC   20513 

Dear  Congressman  Poshard: 

My  name  is  James  E.  Allen, CED  and  I  serve  as    President  and  COO  cf  the 
McHenry  County  Economic  Development  Corporation  (MCEDC). 

The  MCEDC  was  formed  in  1991.   The  MCEDC  is  a  public /pri  v,-?  te  partner- 
ship organized  to  achieve  and  maintain  the  best  economic  health  of 
McHenry  County,  Illinois  through  the  retention,  expansion  and  attrac- 
tion of  commerce  and  industry.   The  MCEDC  was  also  organized  to 
facilitate  an  economic  development  structure  vhich  realizes,  various 
opportunities  which  affect  and  play  an  integr.nl  part  upon  our 
quality  of  life. 

We  represent  over  120  corporations,  organizations  and  governinftntal 
bodies  m  the  Chicago  collar-county  of  McHenry,  with  more  than  50,000 
employees . 

In  November  1991,  as  a  result  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990, 
the  Chicago  CMSA  was  designated  by  the  USEPA  a?  a  severe  ozone  non- 
attainment  area  for  air  quality  purposes.   This  designation  requires 
that  stationary  sources  of  ozone  pollution  reduce  emissions  by  the 
year  2007  and  that  all  employers  of  100  or  more  workers  reduce  the 
number  of  cars  reporting  to  their  worV-site."?  by  25%  over  the  next  four 
years . 

Because  of  the  severe  classification , the  Chicago  CMSA    is  mandated  to 
enact  this  costly  "employee  trip  reduction"  program  which  would 
dictate  how  people  travel  to  their  places  of  employment.   Under  a 
serious  classification  there  is  no  requirement  Cor  an  "employer  trip 
reduction"  program. 

This  situation  has  imposed  a  significant  burden  on  Chicago  area 
employers.   The  cost  of  mandated  trip  reduction  prograins  alone  is 
estimated  at  about  $200  million  per  year.   This  cost  will  be  borne 
by  employers  for  programs  that  have  been  proven  to  be  unsuccessful 
in  the  Los  Angeles  AQM  and  the  Precision  Twist  Drill  Pilot  Program 
in  Crystal  Lake,  Illinois. 

What  does  all  of  this  mean  to  McHenry  County,  one  of  Chicago'.-;  collar 
counties?   In  the  words  of  the  President  of  Sage  Products  of  Crystal 
Lake,  Mr.  Vmce  Foglia  says  that  it  will  cost  him  about  $50,000  a 
year  to  implement  this  mandated  program  for  his  iOO  employee.s. 
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Page  2...McHenry  County  Economic  Development  Corporation 

HcHenry  County  has  138  companies  that  are  over  100  employees.   This 
becomes  a  difficult  situation  when  you  are  included  into  a  city  like 
Chicago  when  you  are  really  rursl.   McHenry  County  has  limited  com- 
muter rail,  limited-almost  non-exiatant  bus  services  available  to  aid 
in  fulfilling  the  needs  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Mr.  Robert  Eerry,  President  of  TCIndustries  of  Prairie  Grove,  recently 
told  me  "There  i.-?  no  public  transportation  in  McHenry  County  or  the 
Other  areas  (Kane,  Cook  and  Lake  Counties  m  Illinois;  Walworth  County, 
Wisconsin)  that  gets  my  people  to  and  from  «ork.   Carpooling  and  giv- 
ing free  transportation  alternatives  is  not  an  option  for  my  company. 
How  can  an  employer  tell  an  employee  he.  can  not  drive  to  work  anymore? 
How  do  you  make  the  selection  of  who  can  and  can't  drive?"   Mr.  Eerry 
employs  over  AOO  people,  is  a  three  shift  operation  and  of  the 
employees  from  Illinois  that  he  has,  come  from  ever  iO  different 
communities . 

We  also  understand  that  Secretary  Browner  of  the  USEPA  sent  a  letter  ' 
to  Representative   Donald  Manzullo  that  stated  "the  EPA  has  decided 
that  ozone  protection  programs  around  the  country,  including  the 
Chicago  area,  will  require  action  only  during  summer  months."   Why 
is  that  information  not  made  public  or  official? 

The  MCEDC  has  endorsed  the  concept  of  Congressman  Manzullo 's  Bill 
H.R.A589  and  believes  that  making  ECO  an  option  rather  than  a  mandate 
relieves  some  pressure  and  is  sensible.   We  also  believe  Che  "severe" 
rating  :5laced  on  Chicago  is  highly  suspect  when  you  look  at  the 
evidence.   Ms.  Susanne  Hogan,  Executive  Director  of  the  Illinois 
Corridor  TM.A,  xv-ill  also  be  testifying  and  »/ill  very  specifically  be 
Gxplajning  the  Chicago  areas  concern  on  how  the  USEPA  conducts  its 
ozone   testing.   It  Is  not  logical  in  any  scjentifxc  reasoning.   I 
hope  she  raises  the  issue  presented  in  the  Heidelberg  Appeal  to  Heads 
of  States  and  Governments  presented  at  the  Rio  Earth  Summit. 

The  companies  of  McHenry  County  are  for  clean  air,  it  is  a  facet  of 
McKenry  County's  quality  of  life  concern.   We  live  and  breathe  here  too! 
The  MCEDC  asks  that  you  make  H.R.4589  a  part  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
The  industrial  community  in  the  Chicago  area  has  gone  through  drastic 
changes  already  and  is  still  changing  for  the  better.   The  ECO  as 
presently  stated  as  a  mandate  will  force  companies  to  divert  billions 
of  dollars  nationally  from  cleaning  up  stationary  problems  and  re- 
furbishing/expansion of  their  facilities.   Companies  -^an  not  do  both 
at  once  and  continue  on  as  viable  businesses. 

McHenry  County  does  not  have  a  clean  air  problem,  then  why  are  we, 
and  other  rural  countiec,  being  forced  to  straighten-out  an  already 
good  clean  environment? 

MAKE  ECO  AN  OPTION,  NOT  A  MANDATE  AND  LET  OUR  BUSINESSES  GET  BACK  TO 
CREATING  GOODS  AND  MONEY  FOR  OUR  NATION! 
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Page  3...McHerry  County  Economic  Development  Corporafion 

We  believe  that  the  heacings  being  neid  by  you  in  Crystal  Lake, 
Illinois  will  give  you  an  alternative  to  what  Washington,  DC  thinks 
is  the  solution  to  a  non-problem  in  the  Chicago  area.   The  MCEIK 
thanks  you  and  appreciates  the  time  taken  by  you,  your  staff  and 
the  members  of  your  House  Small  Business  Subcommittee   on  Rural 
Enterprises,  Exports  and  the  Environment. 


Respectful ly , 


'dil^ 


Jy^e"s  T.    Allen,    CED 
isident    &   COO 


Enclosures 
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Gregory  W.  Baise 

Testimony  to  be  Submitted  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Rural 

Enterprises,  Exports  and  the  Environment 

Tuesday,  September  6, 1994,  9:00  A.M. 


Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  iind  members  of  the  Coniminee.  My  name  is  Greg  Baise 
and  I  am  the  President  of  the  Illmois  Miuiufacturers'  Association  (IMA).  1  am 
.speaking  today  on  behalf  of  the  IMA's  4200  members  tluoughout  the  State  of 
Ilhnois  and  our  concern  over  the  economic  impact  aiid  feasibility  of  the 
miplementation  of  the  federally  required  "Employee  Commute  Option"  program. 

The  re  autliorization  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  brought  about  many  changes  in 
how  mdustry  operates,  not  only  in  llhnois,  but  throughout  the  coimtry .  The  Clean 
Air  Act  now  designates  certain  areas  around  the  country  as  problem  areas  imd  have 
classified  these  areas  as  moderate,  serious,  severe  or  extreme  ozone  non-attainment 
areas.  A  total  of  )  1  states  have  14  areas  classified  as  "severe"  or  "extreme"  ozone 
non-attainment  areas,  in  which  the  Clean  Air  Act  mandates  travel  reduction 
requirements  be  put  in  place.  Tliese  requirements  are  better  known  as  the 
Employee  Top  Reduction  (ETR)  or  tlie  Employee  Commute  Option  (ECOj 
programs. 

Within  Illinois,  a  five  county  area  including  Cook,  DuPage.  Kane.  Lake,  McHenry 
and  Will  county,  and  the  town.ships  of  Aux  Sable  and  Goose  Lake  m  Grundy 
counties  and  Oswego  Township  in  Kendall  county  are  affected  by  the  ECO 
program. 

Employers  who  employ  100  or  more  employees  at  a  single  work  site  are  rec-juired 
to  comply  with  the  ECO  program.  The  puipose  of  the  program  is  to  reduce  the 
number  of  single  occupancy  trips  (one  person  in  one  vehicle)  made  by  employees 
traveling  to  and  from  work  sites  located  in  the  non-attainment  area.  An  affected 
employer  i.s  required  to  increase  the  employees  Average  Vehicle  Occupancy 
(AVO)  by  25%  no  later  than  July  1998.  The  current  AVO  in  northeastem  Illinois  is 
1.09  passengers  per  vehicle.  Increasing  the  AVO  by  25%  would  create  a  target 
AVO  of  1.36  passengers  per  vehicle. 
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There  is.  however,  a  problem  in  that  the  ECO  program  has  not  been  proven  to 
work.  California  has  implemented  an  ECO  program  known  as  Regulation  XV 
thjough  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  (SCAQMDj.  In  August 
of  1992,  the  consulting  firm  of  Ernst  and  Young  completed  a  study  showing 
minimal  results  at  exorbitant  costs.  For  a  two  year  period  from  its  inception. 
Regulation  XV  only  produced  an  AVO  increase  of  4.53%  with  an  average  cost  of 
$105  per  employee.  This  equates  to  lui  average  cost  of  $30,000  per  affected 
facility.  A  total  of  9200  employers  are  expected  to  have  to  comply  with  the  ECO 
■program  witliin  nortlieastem  Illinois.  This  means  Illmois  employers  will  be 
spending  a  total  of  S270,000.000  a  year  on  a  program  that  does  not  work. 

Tlie  burden  reaching  such  extreme  and  optimistic  goals  by  chimging  existing  travel 
patterns  and  behavior  should  not  fall  only  on  the  employer.  Not  only  is  it 
economically  um-easonable,  but  m  many  uistances,  such  change  is  not  practical, 
nor  possible. 

For  example.  CF  hidustries  is  one  of  the  largest  manufacturers  of  fertilizer  products 
in  North  America.  The  company  is  located  in  rural  Long  Grove,  Illinois  which  is 
within  the  non-attainment  area  and  employs  290  individuals  from  80  different 
communities  within  a  60  mile  radius.  Long  Grove  is  made  up  of  approximately 
5,000  residents  and  has  no  public  transit  to  speak  of  (not  even  an  estabhshed  tiixi 
service).  The  next  closest  town  to  CF  Industries  is  Lake  Zurich  with  a  population 
of  about  14.000  residents.  It  too  lacks  any  type  of  public  transit  system.  The  closest 
commuter  rail  station  to  CF  Industries  is  in  Barrington,  IHinois  which  is  12  miles 
away.  To  mandate  an  employer  to  change  the  driving  behavior  of  its  entire  work 
force  without  alternative  means  of  tran.sportation  is  unjust  and  unrealistic. 
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Furthermore,  we  caii  not  lose  site  of  the  fact  that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  ECO 
program  to  reduce  air  pollution  emitted  to  the  ozone.  Even  if  northeastern  Illinois 
were  able  to  increase  its  AVO  by  25%,  the  Illinois  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  only  estimates  a  total  reduction  of  2.6  tons  of  air  pollutants  per  day. 
Compared  to  other  programs  such  as  the  Stage  11  Vapor  Recovery  (23.67  tons  per 
day)  and  Refomiulated  Gasohne  (101 .65  tuns  per  day),  along  with  the  number  of 
affected  facilities  and  the  exorbitant  costs  associated  with  the  ECO  program,  one 
has  to  ask  if  the  end  justifies  the  means. 

L'nder  close  scrutmy  and  the  constant  tlueat  of  severe  sanction  by  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  IMA  worked  in  conjunction  with  the  Illinois 
State  Chamber,  the  Illinois  Retail  Merchants  Association,  and  various  other 
business  associations  to  develop  a  program  designed  to  have  the  least  impact  on 
both  the  employer  and  employee.  However,  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  not  yet  approved  Illinois'  program  claLmmg  that  it  is  inconsistent  with 
the  federal  requirement.  If  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  does  not 
approve  Illinois'  prognmi,  the  economic  well  being  of  northeastem  Illinois,  and  for 
that  matter,  throughout  the  State,  is  in  jeopardy  over  a  program  tliat  has  been 
proven  not  to  work. 

The  IMA  strongly  feels  the  ECO  program  should  not  be  a  mandated  program  under 
the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990.  The  ECO  program  has  proven  to  be  cost  prohibitive, 
with  little  if  any  environmental  gain.  Rather,  the  ECO  program  should  be 
implemented  by  the  states  based  on  relative  costs  and  benefits  to  that  individual 
state. 

I  want  to  thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee  for  this 
opportunity  to  speak. 
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VINCENT  W.  FOGLIA 

President  CEO,  Sage  Products  Inc. 

Was  born  in  Chicago,  Illinois  and  graduated  from  the  University  of  Illinois  with 
a  B.S.  degree  in  Marketing  after  serving  in  the  U.  S,  Navy.  In  1961  he  started  as 
a  Salesman  for  MacBicli  Company,  a  marketer  of  hospital  specialty  products. 


Sage  Products  vi'as  founded  in  1971  by  President  Vincent  Foglia  and  Executive 
Vice  President  Paul  Hills  with  one  product,  an  innovatively  designed  mid-stream 
collection  kit  Together  they  envisioned  a  disposable  products  company  which 
would  develop  and  sell  unique  hospital  supplies  through  a  sales  force  and 
independent  distributors. 


By  spring  of  1978,  with  a  sales  volume  of  SI. 5  million.  Sage  set  out  on  a  growth 
pattern  which  would  continue  through  the  present  A  steady  parade  of  products 
provides  Sage  with  the  ingredients  necessary  to  continue  its  upward  trend.  The 
"culture"  of  Sage  is  a  belief  in  growth  as  a  basic  business  philosophy  and  that 
people  are  their  most  important  resource.  Today,  Sage  is  a  recognized  leader  in 
the  healthcare  industry  with  a  reputation  for  quality  and  innovative  products. 
They  currently  employ  over  640  people  and  the  growth  trend  remains  strong. 
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|i   Tlie  ireal  questt^bii  b  do  we  even  Have  aia 
environmental  problem  in  McHenry 
County?  The  EPA^s  collected  data  and 
methodolgy  is  questionable  at  best. 


A.  The  critical  data  was  collected  at  the 
Chiwaukee  monitoring  station  located  eight 
miles  north  of  the  Illinois  border  in 
Wisconsin  and  which  is  included  in  the 
Milwaukee  area.. 

B.  In  1991  a  7.9%  error  (overstated 
pollution)  was  discovered  at  this  station 
while  running  control  checks,  if  this  same 
error  existed  at  Chiwaukee  in  1988  then  the 
Chicago  area  should  have  been  classified  as 
"serious'*  not  "severe"  and  no  ECO 
program  would  be  required. 

C.  In  Chicago  only  4%  of  the  monitoring 
stations  recorded  "severe"  classifications 
(only  the  Chiwaukee  station)  while  in  Los 
Angeles  88%  registered  "severe",  Houston 
75%,  etc.  NONE  of  the  air  monitoring 
stations  IN  ILLINOIS  recorded  "severe". 
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A.  Los  Angeles  in  a  prime  example. 
According  to  an  annual  survey  conducted  by 
Commuter  Transportation  Services,  Inc. 

**ridesharing  in  the  Los  Angeles  region 
declined  by  about  7%  during  1992,  the  second 
year  of  operation  of  the  Employee  Trip 
Reduction  regulation  ". 

In  December  1993  Henry  Wedas, 
California's  top  air  quality  official,  called 
for  a  temporary  suspension  of  the  new 
ride-sharing  requirements  because  it  is  too 
expensive  and  ^^  the  program  hasn't  produced 
the  hoped  for  results  ", 

W.  Does  the  ECO  Act  infringe  on  basic 
rights? 


A.  There  IS  no  public  transportation 
available  in  McHenry  County. 

B.  The  govenment,  through  mandates  to 
employers,  should  not  be  able  to  tell  people 
that  they  must  join  a  car  pool.  They  have  a 
right  to  drive  to  work  if  they  want  to. 


60 


i\^  Will  it  really  help  the  environm^^ 

A.  May  1993  the  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers  Technical  Council  Committee  said, 

"The  Employee  Trip  Reduction  program, 
as  conceived  under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  offers 
the  prospect  of  only  modest  reductions  in 
regional  vehicle  trips  and  miles  of  travel  and 
by  themselves  cannot  make  a  significant 
contribution  to  reducing  traffic  congestion  or 
mobile  source  emissions  on  a  regionwide 
basis, " 

B.  Throughout  the  country,  sources  and 
studies  reiterate  the  same  thing  -  car-pooling 
is  not  going  to  make  a  notable  difference  in 
the  level  of  air  pollution. 

tV.  The  economic  impact  of  impIeffilnM^ 
ECO  act  is  a  an  additional  burden  to 
employers. 


A.  In  monetary  terms,  the  conservative  cost 
for  this  program  is  $105  per  employee  per 
year  (TMA) 
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IV.  Economic  Impact  to  Employers  continued 

B.  It  is  estimated  that  to  comply  and 
administer  the  ECO  Act  regulations,  each 
affected  employer  s  will  have  to  add  at  least 
one  more  full  time  person  to  his  staff  strictly 
to  implement  and  monitor  this  program. 

C.  Today,  when  everyone  in  business  is 
trying  to  hold  the  line  on  overhead  and 
prices,  this  is  a  very  expensive  program  for 
everyone  affected  -  one  which  has  only 
marginally  proven  to  help  the  environment . 

D.  To  make  employers  responsible  for  how 
people  get  to  work  makes  little  sense  to 
anyone  (except  Washington  politicians).  We 
are  responsible  for  providing  jobs,  not 
transportation! 


83-121  0-94-3 
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TESTIMONY 

of  the 

STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

before  the 

HOUSE  SMALL  BUSINESS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  RURAL  ENTERPRISES,  EXPORTS  AND  THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

Submitted  for  the  Record 


by 


Allen  Grosboll 
Executive  Assistant  to  the  Governor 


September  6,  1994 
Crystal  Lake,  Illinois 
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Chairman  Poshard.  Congressman  Manzullo.  and  Congressman  Hasten 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  able  to  submit  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Illinois  and 
Governor  Jim  Edgar  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Rural  Enterprises,  Exports  and  the 
Environment  of  the  House  Small  Business  Committee.  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  thank  Chairman  Poshard  for  holding  these  important  hearings  regarding 
the  federally  mandated  Employee  Commute  Options  (ECO)  program. 

Governor  Edgar  remains  firmly  committed  to  providing  a  clean  and  healthy  environment 
for  all  of  the  citizens  of  Illinois.  In  particular,  we  understand  our  obligations  with  respect 
to  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  and  we  are  fully  committed  to  meeting  the 
emission  reduction  targets  for  our  state.  While  we  are  committed  to  these  reductions,  we 
object  to  federal  requirements  to  use  ECO  as  a  tool,  regardless  of  its  effectiveness. 
Results  from  California's  experiment  with  a  mandatory  employee  trip  reduction  program 
indicate  that  despite  expenditures  of  enormous  resources,  that  program  has  been 
ineffective  in  achieving  the  targeted  reductions  in  either  vehicle  trips  or  air  pollution. 
This  is  hardly  a  program  that  shou!d  serve  as  a  model  to  be  imposed  across  the  country. 

Estimates  of  the  costs  associated  with  the  ECO  program  in  California  exceeded 
$200  million  annually.  The  actual  trips  reduced  as  a  result  of  that  program,  however,  are 
considerably  less  than  original  projections.  In  Illinois,  we  cannot  yet  predict  the  overall 
costs  of  ECO,  but  we  can  predict  that  even  a  wildly  successful  program  will  only  remove 
6  to  7  tons  per  day  of  ozone  producing  emissions.  By  contrast,  the  vehicle  inspection  and 
maintenance  program,  currently  costing  $22  million  per  year,  promises  to  reduce  80  tons 
per  day,  once  the  proposed  technology  enhancements  are  in  place.  In  addition,  the  full 
implementation  of  reformulated  gas  has  the  potential  to  remove  over  100  tons  of 
emissions  each  day.  Considering  the  dismal  results  from  California  and  the  projected 
benefits  of  various  other  programs  here  in  Illinois,  it  is  obvious  that  a  mandatory  ECO 
program  is  not  cost  effective. 
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Support  for  Manzullo  Bill 

Therefore,  we  have  actively  supported  Congressman  Manzullo's  bill  amending  the  Clean 
Air  Act  to  eliminate  the  federal  mandate  for  this  program.  While  ECO  might  be  effective 
in  some  areas,  it  is  not  clear  that  it  is  effective  in  all  areas.  In  Illinois  we  recognize  that 
components  of  an  ECO  program  might  ultimately  be  appropriate  tools  to  use.  However, 
the  choice  to  use  those  tools  should  be  ours  to  make,  based  on  benefit  and  cost  analysis 
and  after  comparison  with  other  clean  air  strategies. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  placed  a  substantial  burden  of  meeting  the  air  quality  standards  on  the 
States.  The  States  must  expend  their  resources  to  meet  those  standards  and  run  the  risk  of 
suffering  financial  penalties  for  failure  to  do  so.  Under  these  conditions,  the  states  must 
be  allowed  to  be  selective  and  implement  those  strategies  they  determine  to  be 
appropriate  and  effective.  Illinois  is  not  arguing  for  a  relaxation  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
emission  reduction  targets.  We  are  arguing  that  ECO  should  be  an  option  for  the  state  to 
choose,  not  a  mandate. 

In  addition,  the  imposition  of  an  ECO  program  may  not  just  fail  to  reduce  trips,  it  may 
exacerbate  problems  associated  with  urban  sprawl.  Because  ECO  affects  only  those 
employers  located  in  the  largest  urbanized  areas  in  the  country,  the  imposition  of  this 
program  may  serve  to  drive  economic  development  into  more  rural  areas  ...  areas  that  do 
not  have  ECO  requirements.  As  a  policy  matter,  we  may  be  prepared  to  accept  the 
downsides  of  ECO,  but  only  if  we  are  convinced  that  the  positives  outweigh  the 
negatives. 


65 

USEPA  Flexibility 

Should  the  Congress  be  unable  to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  remove  this  inefficient  and 
burdensome  mandate,  then,  it  is  imperative  that  the  USEPA  exhibit  true  flexibility  in  its 
enforcement  of  that  mandate.  This  program  is  unpopular  with  the  business  community 
because  it  requires  behavioral  changes,  at  great  costs,  with  questionable  air  quality 
results.  While  the  states  have  the  responsibility  to  implement  this  mandate,  the  business 
community  within  each  state  bears  a  lion's  share  of  the  financial  burden  associated  with 
compliance.  States  must  be  allowed  to  design  programs  which  are  appropriate  and 
effective  for  their  own  circumstances.  In  a  recent  letter  to  Senator  Lautenberg, 
Administrator  Browner  acknowledges  this  fact  by  stating: 

"The  primary  responsibility  for  designing  and  implementing  ECO  programs  rests 
with  state  and  local  agencies.  While  providing  assistance  and  support,  EPA's 
granting  these  agencies  substantial  flexibility  to  tailor  their  ECO  programs  to  their 
particular  circumstances." 

The  USEPA  needs  to  embrace  both  the  tone  and  substance  of  Administrator  Browner's 
letter.  In  terms  of  the  ECO  program,  the  USEPA  can  provide  flexibility  by  not  adhering 
to  rigid  and  narrow  interpretations  of  the  regulations  and  by  not  relying  on  punitive 
sanctions  as  a  means  to  accomplish  their  goals.  A  flexible  program  is  one  that  tolerates 
diversity  and  choice.  The  states  must  have  the  opportunity  to  choose  from  a  wide  range 
of  diverse  formats  to  design  ECO  programs  that  make  sense. 
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Illinois'  Program 

While  Illinois  objects  to  the  mandatory  nature  of  ECO.  I  wish  to  discuss  how  we  are 
coping  with  this  mandate.  Illinois  has  worked  very  hard  to  develop  a  program  that  is  the 
least  burdensome  to  the  regulated  community  while  remaining  consistent  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  Through  our  ECO  Advisory  Board,  we  have  worked  very  closely  with  members 
of  the  Illinois'  business  community,  some  of  whom  will  be  speaking  to  you  later  today,  to 
develop  a  program  that  will  meet  the  federal  requirements  in  a  manner  that  is  appropriate 
for  Illinois. 

In  order  to  develop  a  program  that  is  responsive  to  the  needs  of  northeastern  Illinois,  we 
have  sought  and  received  the  assistance  from  groups  like  state  and  regional  Chambers  of 
Commerce,  business  and  management  associations,  labor  unions  and  transit  providers. 
The  common  issue  identified  by  each  of  these  groups  was  flexibility.  Just  as  no  one  ECO 
program  is  appropriate  for  every  state,  no  one  ECO  compliance  strategy  is  appropriate  for 
every  business.  Illinois  has  developed  a  program  that  allows  affected  business  to  select 
that  strategy,  or  set  of  strategies,  that  is  most  appropriate  for  their  particular 
circumstances. 

Throughout  the  development  of  the  ECO  program  in  Illinois,  we  have  been  striving  to 
make  the  best  we  can  out  of  a  bad  situation.  While  it  is  impossible  to  create  a  program 
that  everyone  will  embrace,  we  can  create  one  that  is  less  burdensome  and  more  cost 
effective  for  your  constituency. 

As  I  conclude  my  testimony,  let  me  reiterate  that  Illinois  is  committed  to  cleaner  air.  We 
are  here  today  asking  for  greater  flexibility  to  choose  and  design  the  tools  that  we  use  to 
meet  our  obligation. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express  our  concerns  about  this  very  difficuh 
program. 
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Illinois  Corridor 

Transportation  Management  Association 


IMPUCATIONS  OF  ECO 
FOR  EMPLOYERS  IN  NORTHEASTERN  ILLINOIS 


Susanne  M.  Hogan 
Executive  Director,  Illinois  Corridor  TMA 

before  the 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Small  Business 

Subcommittee  on  Rural  Enterprises,  Exports,  and  the  Environment 

September  6.  1994 


The  Illinois  Corridor  TMA  is  a  public/private  partnership  organized  to  increase  mobility 
and  reduce  congestion  in  the  Eisenhower/I-88  Corridor.  We  represent  over  70  businesses  and 
other  employers  in  Chicago's  western  suburbs  with  more  than  80.000  employees.  The  TMA 
has  taken  a  strong  role  in  representing  suburban  employers  in  development  of  the  Illinois  ECO 
legislation.  We  participated  in  the  drafting  of  the  Illinois  law.  led  by  the  Illinois  Retail 
Merchants  Association  and  supported  by  most  of  the  business  community  in  this  pan  of  the  state. 
I  also  serve  as  a  member  of  the  ECO  Advisory  Board. 

While  the  Illinois  program  ,s  one  of  the  most  reasonable  in  the  country  from  the 
perspective  of  employers  who  must  attempt  to  implement  .t,  the  ECO  mandate  is  costly  and 
ineffective.   It  is  especially  so  for  those  areas  who  do  not  benef.t  from  availability  of  accessible 
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transit  services.  It  is  a  case  of  a  program  designed  to  address  a  problem  in  one  area  of  the 
country'  being  applied  to  other  areas  where  geography,  culture,  and  climate  differ  significantly 
enough  to  make  the  appropriate  solution  to  the  problem  locally  much  different. 

And,  in  fact,  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District,  which  originally  designed 
the  trip  reduction  program,  is  cunently  rethinking  its  implementation  because  of  its  lack  of 
success  in  California,  Southern  California's  experience  with  mandated  employer  trip  reductions 
is  generally  acknowledged  to  be  a  failure.  According  to  the  1993  State  of  the  Commute  Report, 
ridesharing  in  the  Los  Angeles  region  fell  by  7  percent  during  1992,  the  third  year  of  operation 
of  their  program.  SCAQMD  Chaiiinan  Henry  W  Wedea  indicates  that  "Regulation  XV  is  this 
agency's  most  unpopular  and,  some  say,  most  impractical  and  least  cost-effective  rule.  .  .  (It; 
needs  more  than  a  tune -up.    It  needs  a  major  overhaul." 

But  that  evaluation  is  too  late  for  those  other  areas  of  the  country  which  are  already  smck 
with  ECO.    And  South  Coast  is  not  tlie  only  area  that  has  doubts  about  ECO's  effectiveness: 

•  The  joint  DOT/EPA  Report  to  Congress,  "Clean  Air  Through  Transportation," 
concludes  that  transportation  control  measures  in  total  will  at  most  reduce  vehicle 
emissions  bv  one  percent. 

•  The  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  estimates  that  the  cost  of  achieving 
these  modest  reductions  will  be  $1.2  to  $1.4  billion  annually.  These  costs  will 
be  bom  by  employers  and  employees  in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors. 
Regardless  of  the  original  organization  paying  the  cost,  ultimately  the  costs  will 
be  passed  on  to  consumers  and  taxpayers. 
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F.CO  programs  are  inequitable.  The  burden  of  rtducing  mobile  source  emissions 
falls  primarily  on  only  10-15%  of  the  population  The  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers  concludes  that  "More  attention  should  bt  given  to  approaches  that 
would  involve  a  larger  proportion  of  travelers  and  spread  the  burden  of  emissioas 
reduction  more  equitably  among  all  polluters." 

The  goal  of  a  25  percent  increase  in  average  vehicle  occupancy  is  unsupported  bv 
explicit  analysis  that  would  demonstrate  its  relation  to  air  quality  attainment 
objectives  set  forth  in  die  Clean  Air  Act  The  Business  Transportation  Council 
states  that  "A  'cookie  cutter'  approach  requiring  everyone  to  meet  unifonn 
standards  regardless  of  their  applicability  or  necessity  in  a  given  area  is  neither 
logical  nor  equitable." 

Continuous  everyday  driving  restrictions  are  unnecessary  overkill:  they  are  not 
needed  to  meet  Uie  goals  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  The  law  requires  "attainment  and 
maintenance"  of  federal  air  quality  standards.  There  is  no  statutory  requirement 
to  exceed  the  standards  through  continuous  emissions  limitations.  Violations  of 
air  quality  sundards  are  becoming  increasingly  rare.  On  average,  in  the  past  five 
years,  the  Chicago  area  has  had  only  three  exceedances  per  year.  And  in  1993, 
there  were  no  exceedances.  The  continuing  mmover  of  old  cars,  enhanced 
inspection  and  maintenance  requirements,  new  gasoline  formulations  and  "cash 
for  clunkers"  programs  continue  to  reduce  the  frequency  of  ozone  exceedances 
m  the  future. 
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While,  in  some  areas,  transportation  control  measures  may  be  appropriate  in  some  form 
and  for  some  populations,  the  current  federal  mandate  does  not  allow  for  the  necessary  local 
interpretation  There  is  a  need  for  locally  appropriate  solutions  which  are  not  cvurenily  allowed 
by  the  USEPA  under  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

One  form  of  such  flexibility  is  the  episodic  implementation  of  ECO  The  Illinois 
Corridor  TMA  is  pan  of  a  national  coalition  supporting  USEPA  acceptance  of  episodic  ECO 
programs.  In  areas  such  as  Chicago,  where  ozone  is  only  a  problem  periodically,  and  only 
during  the  summer  months,  year-round  compliance  is  costly  and  unnecessary.  And  people  are 
much  more  willing  to  give  up  the  convenience  of  the  automobile  when  there  is  no  clear  and 
convincing  evidence  that  their  action  is  going  to  benefit  the  environment.  Additionally,  options 
such  as  bicycling  and  walking  to  work  can  be  essentially  ruled  out  in  winter  months.  Several 
other  metropolitan  areas  (Dallas,  Denver.  Phoenix.  San  Francisco  and  Tulsa)  already  issue  ozone 
alerts  and  encourage  people  to  voluntarily  refrain  from  polluting  activities. 

And  the  Chicago  area  has  the  potential  for  yet  a  greater  problem  in  implementing  ECO. 
Currently,  under  tlie  Illinois  formula,  the  target  AVO  is  1.36.  Most  McHenry  County 
employers  probably  have  a  current  passenger  occupancy  of  just  over  1.0.  This  means  that,  for 
this  area  to  be  in  compliance,  employers  are  striving  to  make  a  more  than  30%  improvement 
in  passenger  occupancy,  not  just  25%.  This  is  because  of  the  excellent  transit  infrastructure  of 
Chicago's  central  business  district  The  service  is  reliable  and  heavily  used  by  employees 
commuting  to  the  city. 
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r,„.  liSEPA  has  not  yet  approved  our  interpretation  of  the  AVO  calculation.  If  it  does 
fiot.  suburban  employers  will  once  again  be  pitted  against  city  employers;  and  the  Chicago  srea 
will  be  essentially  penalized  for  its  strong  transit  system.  This  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  however,  ii  is  a  consequence  of  applying  Strict  controls  without  taking  into  account  the 
conditions  of  the  locale. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Illinois  Corridor  TMA  also  supports  Congressman  ManzuUo's  biJl 
to  make  ECO  a  vo!umar>  program.  It  is  appropriate  that  the  U  S  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  set  standards  for  performance,  but  it  should  be  the  responsibility  of  each  State  r:  j_d^. 
the  most  appropriate  way  to  meet  those  standards,  dependent  on  conditions  and  environment 
within  that  State. 
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.       e    ILLI  NOIS 

CHAMBER 

SALLY  JACKSON 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer 
Dlinoie  State  Cheunber  of  Commerce 

Sally  Jackson  joined  the  lUinois  State  Chamber  of  Commerce  on  June  15,  1992  as  president  and  chief 
executive  officer.  She  was  selected  for  the  post  after  a  nationwide  search  conducted  by  the  Illinois 
Chamber's  statewide  board  of  directors.  As  president  and  CEO,  Jackson  heads  one  of  the  largest 
organizations  of  its  kind  serving  nearly  6,000  member  firms.  The  president  and  CEO  of  the  Illinois 
Chamber  is  a  full-time,  chief  paid  officer  with  complete  responsibilities  for  statewide  operation. 

With  her  professional  staff  at  the  headquarters  m  Chicago  and  two  branch  offices  in  Springfield  and 
Carbondale,  Jackson  represents  the  views  of  the  Illinois  business  community  before  the  Illinois  General 
Assembly.  She  is  the  chief  spokesperson  and  lead  negotiator  for  the  Illinois  Chamber  on  issues  before 
the  Legislature. 

Jackson  is  co-chair  of  the  Governor's  Human  Resources  Advisory  Council  of  private  sector  experts  who 
are  modernizing  the  civil  service  system  in  cooperation  with  state  government. 

She  has  been  appointed  by  Governor  Edgar  to  represent  the  business  community  as  a  member  of  the 
Illinois  Department  of  Employment  Security  Advisory  Board,  the  Workers'  Compensation  Advisory 
Board,  and  the  Governor's  Task  Force  on  Health  Care  Reform  and  as  Co-Chalrman  of  the  Governor's 
Human  Resources  Advisory  Council. 

She  is  an  advocate  for  total  quality  management  (TQM)  encouraging  interaction  between  government 
agencies  and  successful  businesses  on  quality  techniques. 

Prior  to  assuming  her  responsibilities  writh  the  Illinois  Chamber,  as  Director  of  Government  Operation, 
Jackson  was  responsible  for  managing  the  day-to-day  operations  of  a  $26  billion  enterprise  with  more 
than  60  departments  -  the  executive  branch  of  the  state  of  Illinois  under  Governor  Jim  Edgar. 

From  1983  to  1991,  Jackson  served  as  director  of  the  Illinois  Department  of  Employment  Security, 
responsible  for  a  $200  million  operating  budget,  3,000  staff  at  more  than  100  locations  and  a  $1.3  billion 
unemployment  tax  and  benefit  system.  Utilizing  her  ability  to  forge  consensus  to  resolve  critical 
problems,  Jackson  called  upon  the  resources  in  the  business,  orgarxized  labor  and  govenmvent 
communities  and  reformed  the  deficit-ridden  agency,  making  it  a  model  for  the  nation.  She  was 
actively  involved  in  economic  development  including  workforce  training,  business  development  and 
international  trade. 

Jackson  started  her  career  in  government  service  as  an  analyst  in  the  Illinois  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  then 
held  successive  posts  as  assistant  to  the  director  of  Law  Enforcement,  which  is  now  the  departoent  of 
State  Police;  and  assistant  to  the  governor  for  government  administration  under  former  Governor 
James  R.  TTiompson,  Prior  to  government  service,  she  was  a  faculty  member  of  the  depjutment  of  law 
enforcement  administration  at  Western  Illinois  University  in  Macomb. 

A  native  of  Springfield,  Jackson  holds  bachelor's  and  master's  degrees  in  Administration  of  Justice  from 
Southern  ULinois  University  -  Carbondale.  She  now  resides  in  Chicago  with  her  husband  Mike  and 
four  stepchildren. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  SALLY  A.  JACKSON,  PRESIDENT 
AND  CEO  OF  THE  ILLINOIS  STATE  CHAMBER,  TO  THE 

SMALL  BUSLNESS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  RURAL 
ENTERPRISES.  REPORTS,  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee.    My  name 

is  Sally  lackson,  and  I  am  President  and  CEO  of  the  Illinois  State  Chamber  of 

Commerce.    I  am  here  today  representing  the  Chamber's  more  than  6,000 

member  companies,  66%  of  which  are  small  businesses.   Our  estimate  is  that 

some  1,079  of  our  members  are  or  will  be  affected  by  the  ECO  program.   The 

Chamber  has  been  an  active  participant  in  the  process  of  developing  an 

Employee  Commute  Options  (ECO)  program.    The  Chamber  was  an  active 

negotiator  during  the  development  of  legislation,  and  as  a  member  on  the 

ECO  Advisory  Committee,  a  primary  force  in  moving  to  assure  that  the 

flexibility  obtained  via  the  legislation  was  maintained  throughout  the 

regulatory  process.    Concurrent  with  the  legislative/regtilatory  process,  the 

Illinois  Chamber,  along  with  the  Illinois  Retail  Merchants  Association  and 

Illinois  Manufacturers'  Association,  successfully  lobbied  the  IlUnois  General 

Assembly  to  pass  a  Resolution  seeking  an  amendment  to  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

We  joined  a  federal  coalition  seeking  to  obtain  USEPA's  approval  of  key 

elements    which    allow    the    states    flexibility    when    developing    and 

implementing  ECO  programs.    Through  the  Chamber's  participation  on  the 

Chicago   Area  Transportation  Study's   (CATS)   Transportation  Control 
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Measure  (TCM)  Task  Force  and  the  Illinois  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  (lEPA)  mobile  source  work  group,  we  are  actively  involved  in  the 
process  of  developing  an  attainment  plan  for  mobile  sources. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  legislation,  Illinois  business  has  attempted 
through  various  measures  to  become  informed  as  to  the  requirements  of  the 
ECO  program.  Some  affected  Illinois'  businesses  have  been  participating  in  a 
pilot  ECO  program  initiated  by  the  CATS.  Many  of  the  Chamber's  members 
have  obtained  information  via  Chamber  publications,  seminars,  and  one-on- 
one  discussions.  Despite  their  attempts  to  become  as  well  informed  as 
possible,  the  general  response  my  Staff  has  received  has  been  one  of 
frustrahon.  This  frustration  stems  from  the  fact  that  this  program  imposes 
on  employers  the  extremely  difficult  and  burdensome  task  of  attempting  to 
change  the  driving  habits  of  their  employees.  This  frustration  is 
compounded  by  the  fact  that  implementation  of  the  program  results  in  little, 
if  any,  environmental  benefit.  Let  me  provide  you  with  an  example  of  why 
the  business  community  beUeves  this  to  be  true. 

As  estimated  by  the  lEPA,  the  ECO  program  will  result  in  reductions  of 
only  2.60  tons  per  day  (tons/day).  As  Illinois'  program  may  potentially  affect 
more  than  9,000  employers,  this  vrill  result  in  an  average  emission  reduction 
of  .00028  tons/day  or  .56  pounds  per  day  (Ib./day)  per  employer.  This 
translates  to  an  average  204  pounds  (0.1  ton)  per  year  per  employer  reduction 
in  ozone.  Thus,  as  the  average  cost  of  implementation  of  the  California 
program  has  been  estimated  at  $105  per  employee,  a  small  employer  with  150 
employees  would  spend  approximately  $15,750  to  implement  a  program  that 
would  reduce  less  than  1  pound  of  emissions  per  day.^  To  equate  this  to  a 


^992  Southern  Califomia  Air  Quality  Management  District  Follow-Up  Survey  performed  by 
Ernst  &  Young.   As  a  final  USEPA  determination  has  not  teen  made  as  to  the  adequacy  of 
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common  benchmark  used  to  evaluate  cost  effectiveness,  this  is  equivalent  to 
$157,000  per  Ion  of  ozone  removed  per  year.  To  understand  the  lack  of  either 
environmental  or  economic  effectiveness,  we  can  compare  the  ECO  program 
to  other  non-mandated  programs  Illinois  has  voluntarily  implemented. 
Take  for  example,  the  non-mandated  reductions  achieved  due  to  the 
imposition  of  additional  controls  on  facilities  conducting  marine  vessel 
loading.  While  the  marine  vessel  regulation  will  only  result  in  1.11  tons/day 
of  emissions  reduction  in  the  Chicago  nonattainment  area,  the  universe  of 
employers  affected  is  3  versus  the  9,000  affected  employers  under  the  ECO 
program.  Additionally,  the  lEPA  estimated  cost  of  implementing  the  marine 
vessel  control  requirements  is  $5,200  per  ton  in  the  Chicago  area.  While  the 
$5,200  per  ton  estimate  is  significantly  greater  than  the  $2,000  ton  figure  that 
has  historically  been  accepted  as  Reasonably  Available  Control  Technology 
(RACT),  it  pales  next  to  the  $157,000  cost  per  ton  of  implementing  the  ECO 
program. 

The  discrepancies  shown  in  the  above-mentioned  example  reflect  the 
factors  (e.g.,  cost-effectiveness,  universe  of  affected  sources,  emissions 
reduction)  considered  when  developing  an  attainment  plan.  After  an 
assessment  is  made  of  a  particular  program,  a  decision  is  made  as  to  whether 
the  State  should  pursue  such  option.  During  this  assessment  process,  Illinois 
has  chosen  and  will  choose  to  voluntarily  implement  several  non-federally 
mandatory  programs,  such  as  marine  vessel  loading  in  the  Chicago  area  and 
Enhanced  Inspection  &  Maintenance  Program  in  the  Metro-East  area,  as  part 
of  its  15%  Rate-of-Progress  program  and  attainment  state  implementation 
plan  (SIP).     Both  marine  vessel  loading  which  results  in  1.11  tons/day 


Illinois  program,  data  was  used  from  California  -  a  state  that  has  had  an  employer  trip 
reduction  program  similar  to  USEPA's  in  place  for  several  years. 
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emission  reduction  in  Chicago  and  Enhanced  I  &  M  which  results  in  6.15 
tons/day  in  the  Metro-East  are  examples  of  Illinois  choosing  from  a 
smorgasbord  of  control  options  in  order  to  develop  a  strategy  that  is  both 
environmentally  beneficial  and  cost-effective.  To  federally  mandate  a 
program  such  as  ECO  is  to  limit  the  state's  ability  to  exclude  those  programs 
that  it  believes  are  unreasonable. 

It  must  also  be  remembered  that  the  little  environmental  gain 
attributed  to  this  program  is  questionable  when  viewed  on  a  long-term  basis. 
As  can  be  seen  from  an  evaluation  of  the  experience  in  California,  where  trip 
reduction  programs  have  been  in  place  for  several  years,  there  is  a  strong 
suggestion  that  high  rates  of  employee  participation,  often  achieved  through 
an  intensive  campaign,  are  difficult  to  sustain  indefinitely  .2  So  not  only  vsdll 
Illinois  see  little,  if  any,  emission  reduction,  the  short-term  reduction 
achieved  may  not  be  sustained  in  the  long  rvm. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above,  as  well  as  the  other  business  testimony 
presented,  the  Illinois  Chamber  believes  the  Committee  should  forward 
legislation  eliminating  the  federal  ECO  mandate  as  this  would  provide  the 
state  with  the  flexibility  to  assess  and  determine  which  programs  should  be 
implemented  as  part  of  their  attainment  strategy.  With  the  threat  of 
sanctions  for  failure  to  meet  the  timelines  within  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 
regulators  and  regulated  community  are  diligently  working  together  to 
develop  an  attainment  strategy  that  makes  sense  for  Illinois. 

Thank  you,  and  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  you 
may  have. 


^Transportation  Quarterly,  Vol.  47,  No.  3,  July  1993,  Page  333- 
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PRECISION  TWIST  DRILL  CO. 

COMPANY  PROFILE 
PRECISION  TWIST  DRILL  COMPANY       CRYSTAL  LAKE,  ILLINOIS 


Precision  Twist  Drill  Company  was  founded  in  1952.   Ic  is 
now  the  largest  manufacturer  of  drills  in  the  United  States, 
We  employ  almost  900  people  in  Illinois  and  have  a  plant 
in  Wisconsin  that  employs  another  640  people.   We  produce 
over  100  million  drills  per  year  that  supply  almost  every 
industry  in  the  country.   We  also  e.xport  drills  to  Mexico, 
Europe,  Pacific  rlai  countries  and  others. 
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September  6.  1994 


Testimony  of  Daniel  R.  McMullen,  Corporate  Executive  Director,  Human 
Resources,  Precision  Twist  Drill  Company,  Crystal  Lake,  Illinois. 


Given  to  House  Small  Business  Subcommittee  on  Rural  Enterprises, 
Exports,  and  the  Environment-Subject:  Employee  Commute  Options  (ECO) 


In  early  1992,  the  Chicago  Area  Transportation  Study  (CATS)  requested 
proposals  to  participate  in  a  Pilot  Program  to  study  and  review  the 
effects  of  the  upcoming  Employee  Commute  Options  regulations. 
Precision  Twist  Drill  Company  submitted  a  proposal  and  was  selected, 
as  one  of  seventeen  (17)  companies  and  agencies  to  participate  in  the 
demonstration  project. 

On  June  8,  1992,  all  participating  companies  and  agencies  embarked  on 
the  project.   Precision  was  the  only  company  selected  in  McHenry 
County.   There  were  several  reasons  for  this.   One,  we  were  in  a 
rural  county;  two,  we  have  two  (2)  sites  within  the  county  that  would 
both  have  to  write  plans  and  third,  there  is  really  no  mass 
transportation  for  the  county's  purposes. 

Under  the  guidance  of  CATS  we  proceeded  with  this  project  as  if  we 
were  already  complying  with  the  ECO  regulations.   We  did  initial 
surveys  to  get  our  benchmark  APO  levels.   We  then  wrote  extensive 
plans  on  how  we  were  going  to  try  and  achieve  the  goal  of  reaching  an 
APO  of  1.36. 


79 


We  reviewed  numerous  options  to  try  and  achieve  these  goals  including 
carpoollng,  vanpooling,  guaranteed  ride  home,  telecommuting,  flex 
scheduling  and  others.   Many  of  these  do  not  and  never  will  apply  to 
manufacturing  companies  such  as  Precision,   We  then  tried  to 
publicize  these  programs  and  efforts  through  company  newsletters, 
transportation  fairs,  posters  and  other  media,  to  encourage  and  make 
available  to  our  employees  all  the  available  options. 

At  the  end  of  the  eighteen  month  project,  we  did  final  surveys  to  see 
if  our  results  had  changed.   We  also  fine-tuned  the  written  plans  to 
bring  them  in  line  with  the  regulations.   After  eighteen  months, 
hundreds  of  staff  hours  by  CATS  and  Precision  employees  -  we  did  not 
meet  the  g,oal  of  1.36  A?0 !  ! 

During  the  demonstration  project,  people  were  brought  in  from  all 
over  the  country,  including  California  to  talk  to  us.   When  we  pushed 
them,  they  all  said  that  efforts  in  other  areas  are  not  working. 
Companies  have  spent  from  a  few  dollars  per  employee  to  hundreds  of 
dollars  per  employee  and  gotten  no  results. 

It  should  be  noted  that  out  of  all  the  companies  and  agencies  in  this 
project  that  only  one  group  that  did  not  have  a  1.36,  when  we 
started,  made  it  to  that  goal.   They  also  sit  in  the  City  of  Chicago, 
which  has  an  extensive  mass  transportation  system. 
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Nobody  argues  that  we  must  protect  our  environment.   However,  the 
test  results  that  put  the  Chicagoland  area  into  this  classification 
was  near  Milwaukee  and  it  was  faulty  data.   The  EPA  has  basically 
told  us  -  Coo  bad.   It  is  another  unfunded  mandate  that  only  effects 
employers.   A  prime  example  of  this  is  our  schools.   Teachers  would 
have  to  comply,  but  students  can  drive  all  they  want,  while  buses  run 
around  half-empty.   Does  that  make  any  sense  at  all?   I  think  not! 

The  whole  idea  of  this  regulation  was  to  stop  "cold  starts",  ie: 
people  cold  starting  their  cars  between  6:00  -  10:00  a.m.  to  travel 
to  work.   This  sounds  good,  but  it  is  riddled  with  flaws.   If  I  force 
our  people  to  arrive  in  carpools,  they  could  simply  all  meet  down  the 
street  and  show  up  at  work  in  one  car.   This  would  solve  the 
employers  problem,  but  has  not  stopped  cold  starts  or  helped  slow 
pollution.   A  group  could  legitimately  carpool  from  say  20  miles 
away.   Again,  they  will  all  drive  to  one  spot  and  then  come  into  work 
in  one  car.   Here  again,  we  have  done  nothing  to  stop  pollution, 
which  was  what  the  law  was  aimed  at  doing.   The  train  stations  are 
just  as  bad,  or  worse,  everyone  drives  to  the  train  station  and  then 
goes  to  work. 

During  our  Pilot  Program,  we  had  a  meeting  where  we  discussed  transit 
checks.   There  is  a  certain  amount,  I  believe  $60.00  per  month,  per 
employee  that  is  a  deduction  for  the  company.  If  we  were  to  purchase 
these,  where  would  they  use  them''   There  is  nothing  available  for 
their  use.   We  also  discussed  negative  incentives,  such  as  charging 
for  parking.   (You  must  recognize  that  most  people  In  this  county  do 
not  even  know  what  a  parking  meter  looks  like!) 
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Even  If  we  did  this  che  employees  would  be  upset,  but  they  would  pay 
It  and  drive  anyvay . 

We  mu3t  recognize  that  with  all  the  single  parent  households  Chat 
these  people  are  not  going  to  get  the  kids  dropped  off  at  the 
babysitter  or  school,  run  errands  at  lunch  and  pick  these  kids  up 
later,  off  of  a  train  or  out  of  a  carpool.   It  does  not  work  now  and 
in  my  estimation  in  a  county  such  as  ours,  it  never  will. 

H.R.  4859  that  Congressman  Don  Manzullo  has  introduced  makes  a  lot 
more  sense.   If  the  current  regulations  stand,  I  am  positively 
convinced  that  the  required  results  will  never  be  achieved,  no  matter 
how  much  jioney  is  spent.   When  there  is  no  mass  transportation 
available  for  people  to  utilize,  there  are  no  viable  alternatives. 
Business  can  not  continue  to  absorb  more  government  mandates  that 
will  achieve  no  viable  results!! 
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STEPHEN  ROTHBLATT  is  Chief,  Regulation  Development  Branch  with  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  -  Region  5  in  Chicago,  Illinois.    Mr.  Rothblatt  is 
responsible  for  implementing  and  enforcing  the  Clean  Air  Act  in   Illinois  and 
Indiana.   He  joined  the  Federal  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  1974  and  was 
responsible  for  enforcing  compliance  with  water  discharge  permits.    During  1987  and 
1988,  Mr.  Rothblatt  served  as  Chairman  of  the  Lake  Michigan  State  Section  of  the  Air 
and  Waste  Management  Association    Mr.  Rothblatt  presently  serves  on  U  S.  EPA's 
National  Air  Simulation  Workgroup  which  reviews  air  quality  predictive  techniques 
applied  to  implementing  the  Clean  Air  Act.   During  the  summer  of  1989,  he  was 
detailed  to  U.S.  EPA's  Office  of  Air  and  Radiation  in  Washington,  DC  to  work  with 
the  Headquarters  team  developing  what  became  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Clean 
Air  Act.   He  earned  his  B.S.  degree  in  Chemical  Engineering  from  the  University  of 
Illinois  at  Urbana  and  his  Juris  Doctorate  degree  from  DePaul  University  and  was 
admitted  to  the  Illinois  Bar. 
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TESTDtJNY  OF 

csnEP 

RBGUIATION  DEVELOFWENT  BRANCH 

D.    8.   £a*VnCWME3*rAL  PRDTBCnCW  liCETtOC,   PBOION  5 

BEFORE  IKE 

SUBCXMCrTTEE  ON  RURAL  O/TERHIISES,    EXPORTS,   AND  TOE  ENVIRCfWIWr 

07  TOE 

cxMcrmz  cn  small  business 

U.S.   ICUSE  OF  REFRESOrrKTIVES 

SEPTEMBER  6,    1994 


GOOD  M3RNING.      MV  NAME  IS  STEPHEN  ROnffilATT  AND  I  AM  THE  CHEEF  OF  THE 
RBGULATION  DEVELDFMEOT  HRANCTI,    AIR  AND  RADLATIOI  DIVISIC»}  OF  TOE  UNITED  STATES 
ENVIRONMEOTAL  PHOrECTIC^J  AGENCY,    REGION  5  LOCATED  IN  CHICAGO,    ILLINOIS.      TOE 
REGULATICN  DEVELOFMQTT  BRANOi  HAS  IHE  RESPaJSIBILTTli:  FOR  OVERSEEING  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  IHE  EMPLOYEE  COMMOTE  OFTIONS  PROGRAM,    OR  EDO,    IN  ILLINOIS.      I 
APFRECIATC  THE  OPPCRnJNITy  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  THIS  SUBCrMCTTEE  TO  DISCUSS  IWE 
BOO  FRDGRAM. 

THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  KBQUIKES  IMPIOIENTATION  OF  AN  EOO  PPDCBfin  IN  T«OSE 
AREAS  OF  THE  COUOTRY  THAT  HAVE  BEEN  CLASSIFIED  AS  SEVERE  OR  EJCIWME 
NONATIAINMENr  FOR  OZCNE.      FOJiWED^  AREAS  IN  11  STATES  MUST  IMPLEMEin'  AN  BOO 
PRXKAM.      THESE  AREAS  INCLUDE  LOS  ANGELES,    SAN  DIBGO,    NEW  YORK,    IHILAEELFHIA, 
BAUITMCeE,   HOUSTON,   KILWfiJJKEE,   NORTHWEST  INDIANA  AND,   OLtCAGO,  AMONG  OIHHS. 
EVt»Y  STATE  THAT  IS  REQUIRED  TO  ADOPT  AN  ECD  PHSUIATION  HAS  SUEKiTlU)  ITS  ECr> 
FWXRAM  TO  USEPA. 

AREAS  INCTUDING  NORTHEAST  ILLINOIS  WHICH  ARE  CLASSIFIED  AS  SEVERE 
NCNATTAINMENT  POR  OZONE  WILL  HAVE  TO  REDUCE  EyiSSIONS  BY  A  VERY  LARGE  AMCUNT 
TO  ACHIEVE  THE  HEALTH  BASED  AMBIHfr  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARD  FOR  OZONE.      A  STUDY 
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IS  CURROrrLY  BEIK3  CONDUCTED  FOR  TOE  CHICAGO,   MIIKMJKEE,   AND  NOKTHHEST  INDIANA 
AREAS  TO  DETERMINE  WHAT  PERCENTAGE  REDUCnON  MUST  OCCUR.      IT  IS  EXPECTED  TOAT 
OJKRENT  I£VEIS  OF  EMISSIONS,    CONSIDERIHG  GRCWTO,    WILL  NEED  TO  BE  REtXJCED  BY  AS 
MUCH  AS  40  TO  60  PERCEOT,    OR  MORE,   TO  ACHIEVE  ATIAIWMQW'  OF  TOE  OZONE  AIR 
QUALITY  STANDARD  BY  TOE  YEAR  2007.      IMPLOENTATICN  OF  NUMERCXJS  QCifTPOL 
MEASURES  FOR  STATIONARY,   AREA,   AND  MOBILE  SOURCES  OF  EMISSIONS  WILL  HAVE  TO 
OCCUR  TO  ACHIEVE  TOIS  PERCEm'AGE  REDUCnOl.      AUTCMOBILES  ARE  TOE  SINGI£ 

lABasT  cot^naamvR  td  ozone  polutiton  in  the  Chicago  area. 

TO  solve  the  ozone  air  pollution  PROBLHI  toe  clean  air  ACT  MANDATES  TOAT 
SPECIFIC  PROGRAMS  BE  IMPLfJETTED.      IN  ADDITION,    STATES  AJ^  REQUIRED  TO  SELECT 
AND  IMPLH-ie/r  SUFFICIOn'  OIHER  CONTROL  MEASURES  TO  ACHIEVE  ATIAINMENr  OF  TOE 
OZONE  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARD.      LITERALLY  DOZENS  OF  OONIPOL  MEASURES  WILL  HAVE  TO 
BE  IMPLfMENTED  TO  ACHIEVE  TOE  OZOJE  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARD.      TOE  E5GSSI0N 
REDUCTION  CONTRIELrnON  FROM  EACH  CCNTRDL  MEASURE  WILL  PLAY  A  SIGNIFICATfT  AND 
Dffa^EAOT  BOLE  JJtl  ACHIEVING  CLEAN  AIR.     TOE  EOO  FKDGRAM  IS  CNE  OF  TOE  MANDATED 
CI£AN  AIR  ACT  FRXIRAMS  AND  IT  WILL  ULTIMATELY  PLAY  AN  XMPORrAMT  RDU:  IN 
QJSURIHG  dZANER,   MORE  HEALTOFUL  AIR. 

ONE  OF  TOE  PRIMARY  REASONS  IT  HAS  BEEN  DIFFTOJIT  TO  ACHIEVE  BETTER  02C»JE 
AIR  QUALITY  IS  TOE  SICa^JIFICAMT  GRCWIH  IN  TOE  USE  OF  TOE  AinCMOBILZ.     VEHICLE 
MILES  TRAVEI£D  HAVE  OVER  THE  PAST  25  YEARS  EXHEMEHCED  A  GRCWIH  RATE  WHICH  IS 
rJEARLY  THREE  TIMES  TOE  RATE  OF  THE  POHJLATTCH  GROWTO.      PBOPI£  ARE  SIMPLY 
DRTVIUG  FAR  M:^^  THAN  THEY  USED  TO.      VKILE  HUNCREDS  OF  MILLICNS  OF  DOLLARS 
HAVE  BEEN  INVESTED  OVER  TOE  PAST  WOm'  FIVE  YEARS  TO  REIXICE  VEHICI£  EMISSICNS 
BY  APPLYING  GOOD  TECHNOLOGY  TO  BOTH  THE  VEHICLES  AND  THE  FUELS,   THE  GRCWIH  IN 
TOTAL  BM3.'5SIONS  DUE  TO  GRDWIH  IN  VEHICLE  MILES  TRAVEIED  MAY  EVF7miAII>Y 
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OUIWEiai  TOOSE  GAINS.      TOR  Tlffi  TIME  BEING,    HCWEVER,   TOTAL  VtHICIZ  OUSSIONS 
ARE  DEXXnmJG  DESPITE  THE  GPDWIH  IN  VEHICLE  KllIS  TOAVELED.      IWE  GRCWIH  IN 
VEHICLE  MILES  TRAVELED  IS  ONE  OF  TOE  PRIMARY  aONTRIBLflTNG  FACTORS  TO  CEJ/TTNUED 
UNHEAUIHFUL  AIR  QUALITY. 

THE  FORPOSE  OF  THE  EOO  fWDGRAM  IS  TO  REEUCE  AXR  POLLUTION  CAUSED  BY 
YEHICIZ  TRAFFIC  AND  CONGESTION  IHRDUiGH  REDUCTIONS   EN  TIJE  NUMBER  OF  WCKK- 
REIATED  ORTVE-ALDNE  TOIPS.      AUTOUGH  VORK  RELATED  0Q^M7^E  TOAVEL  IS  ONLY  ABOUT 
A  THIRD  OF  ALL  "nWVEL,    IT   IS  UNIQUELY  SUITED  TO  PRDMTTE  ALTERNATIVES  TO  SINGl£ 
OCCUPANT  VEHICLE  TRAVEL.      THERE  ARE  OCNCEtTTRATIONS  OF  PEOPLE  GOING  TO  THE  SAME 
PLACE  AT  THE  SAME  TIME  WHO  CAN  SHARE  RIDES.     THE  EOO  PROGRAM  WAS  MANDATED  BY 
CONGRESS  BECAUSE  CONGRESS   BELIEVES  THERE  IS  A  NEED  TO  ADCRESS  HOW  PEOPLE 
TRAVEL  AS  A  PART  OF  THE  SOLLTTION  TO  CLEANING  THE  AIR  AND  REDUCING  TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION. 

OUR  CONTINUING  EFTORT  AT  EPA  IS  TO  MAKE  THE  PROGRAM  WORK  IN  WAYS  THAT 
MAKE  SENSE  AT  THE  LOCAL  LEVEL.      IT  IS  OUR  INIENT  TO,    WTIKCN  THE  lAW,    TNTERPRET 
n  FLEXIBLY  SO  AS  TO  EUODURAGE  AND  ALLOW  STATES  THE  OPPORTWITIES  TO  DEVEIDP 
PROGRAMS  AND  SEEK  WAYS  TO  REDUCE  VEHICLE  TTUPS  WITHOOT  SETTING  SPECIFIC 
RB3UIRFME2nS  ON  INDIVIDUALS.      THIS  FLEXIBILITY  WILL  ALSO  SERVE  TO  MINIMTZE 
OVERAIi.  COOTS. 

THERE  NEEDS  TO  BE  A  STARTING  POINT  FDR  CHANGING  IWVVEL  BEHAVIC«  SO  AIR 
QUALITY  PRDBLaOS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  SINGUE-OCOJPANCY  AUTCMOBIIE  USAGE  CAN  BE 
SOIA/ED-      CONGRESS  HAS  MANEATED  THAT  THE  STARTING  PODW  BE  SINGLE-OCCUPANCY 
WORK-RELATED  THIPS.      THE  PROGRAM,   HOWEVER,   SHOULD  NOT  BE  THOUOfl  OF  AS  A  SHORT 
TERM  EFFORT.      IT  IS  REALLY  THE  BEGINNING  OF  A  TEN  OR  TWE>frY  YEAR  EFFORT  TO 
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EXPAND  PEOPLE'S  CHOICES  AND  OPPORnJNITIES  PDR  TOAVEL,      FURIWER,   TOE  FVNDING 
PROVISIONS  OF  TOE  DTTEWiOQAL  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  AND  EFFICIENCY  ACT  MAKE  IT 
POSSIBLE  FOR  FEDEKAL  DOLLARS  TO  BE  USED  FDR  FVBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  PKUECTS 
WHICH  CAN  SUPPORT  ECO  WtK  TERM  GOALS. 

WE  BELIEVE  TOAT  TOE  ECO  R^OGRAM  WILL  PLAY  A  SIQJIFICAOT  ROLE  IN  MAKDJG 
PBOPIE  AWARE  OF  HCW  TOEY  TRAVEL  AND  THIS  AWARENESS  WILL  EVETfEUALLY  EXTEND 
BEYOND  WORK  REIATED  TRIPS  TO  TRIPS  TAKEN  THRDUGHCOT  THE  D^Y.      THIS  AWARENESS 
WILL  HAVE  rMPORPANr  fflPLICATTONS  RELATED  TO  TOAFFIC  CONGESTION,    AIR  QUALITY, 
AND  ENERGY  USAGE.      AN  AN?VLDGY  CAN  BE  MADE  WTTH  EFFORTS  TO  ENCOURAGE  RECYCLING. 
TE^  YEARS  AGO  LITTLE  RECYCLING  OCCURRED  AND  EFFORTS  TO  IJ1FW3VE  RECYCLING  METT 
WITH  MUCH  RESISTANCE.      IN  TIME,    PEOPLE  WILL  COME  TD  VIEW  UNNECESSARY  VEHICLE 
TRIPS  AS  A  WASTE  OF  RESOURCES  AND  A  HAFM  TO  TOE  ENVTRONMnn:'.      AND  THE  ECO 
ALIERryVTIVES  WILL  BE  SEEN  AS  A  WAY  IN  WHICH  INDIVIDUAI^  CAN  MAKE  A  DIFFEROICE. 

FINALLY,   WHH£  THIS  REMMNS  A  DIFFICULT  PROGRAM  TO  IMPLEJEOT,   TOERE  ARE 
A  NUMBER  OF  POSITIVE  ASFBCTS  TO  KEEP  IN  MIND.      TOE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  DOES  NOT 
RBQIITRE  ANY  EMPIDYER  TO  OFFER  ANY  SPECIFIC  PACKAGE  OF  ZNCEJ^TVES  TO  FRCMDTE 
OIHER  TRANSIT  NDDES.   SOME  OF  TOE  MOST  EFFECTIVE  MEASURES  0C6T  LITTLE  OR 
NOIHING  -  MEASURES  SUCH  AS  FREFERET/TIAL  PARKING  FTDR  CARPDOLS  AND  FIBCTBIE  WORK 
HOURS.      MANY  MEASURES,    SUCH  AS  FliXIBLE  WORK  HOURS  AND  4-CAY  WORK  WEEKS,   ARE 
OFTE^  PERCEIVED  BY  EXPLDYEES  AS  AN  IMPORTAm'  PAOT  OF  A  CCMPANY'S  EMPLOYEE 
BENEFIT  IROGRAM.      EMPLOYEES  ARE  MCRE  LIKELY  TO  PERCEIVE  AN  EMPLOYER  IN  A 
POSITIVE  LIGJfT  FCK  FACILITATING  TOE  EMPLOYEE'S  ABILITY  TD  CHOOSE  OIHER 
TRANSPOKTATTON  MODES  OR  FOR  raoVIDING  FLEXIBILITY  IN  A  WC^K  SCHEDUI£  TOAT  IS 
VtyPE  OONDUCrVE  to  meeting  FAMILY  RESPONSIBILITIES  OUTSIDE  OF  WORK.      IF  AN 
EJlPtOYER  IS  SUCCESSFUL  IN  IMPIfWEJ/ITNG  TOIS  PROGRAM,   THEY  MIGHT  EJUOY 
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ANCILLARY  BENEFITS  FRCM  HAVING  A  WORK  FORCE  WHICH  HAS  NOT  BEEU  FIGtfTUJG 
TRAFFIC  ON  THE  V«JAY  TO  WORK. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO  APPEAR  TODAY.      I  VKXJIC  BE  PLEASED  TO  ANSWER 
ANY  gUESnONS  TOE  SUBCCMMTITEE  MAY  HAVE. 


Illinois  Retail  Mgrchsnis  Association 
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3e  South  W3b;i:;h  avenue 
Chicago.  Illinois  60603 
312  726  4500 


Df'VlD    F.  VI TE 

President 

Illinois  Retail  Merchants 

Biographical  Material 


association 


David 


vite 


President  of  the  Illinois  Retail  Merchants 
Association  which  serves  as  leader  and  spokesman  for  lilincis 
retailing.  Membership  of  IKMA  includes  stores  located  throughout 
the  State  representing  all  merchandise  lines  and  stores  of  all 
sizes.   The  Organization  represents  over  20,000  Illinois  stores. 


Vite  jcin=d  1P,MA  in  1S73  as  Field  Representative  and  later  assu.-ned 
the  position  of  Manager  Meniber  Relations  with  responsibilities  for 
rie.Tibership  and  service  program  develocn>.e.'".t .  He  xas  na.T.ed  Vice 
President  Governme.nt  Affairs  in  1931.  During  the  ti.-ne  Vite  was  the 
Association's  chief  lobbyist,  he  directed  all  legislative  and 
governmental  affairs  activities  and  served  as  liaison  for  members 
v.'ith  elected  officials,  administrative,  department  and  agency 
representatives.  His  activities  in  that  area  brought  favorable 
recognition  to  IRMA  and  all  retailing  from  media,  legislators  and 
business  organizations.  GRAIN'S  CHICAGO  BUSINESS  cited  Vite  as 
"the  best  Illinois  business  lobbyist." 

Vite  was  named  Executive  Vice  President  in  1983  and  in  May,  1985, 
assumed  the  position  of  President. 

A  graduate  of  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  LaCrosse,  Vite  is  a 
former  executive  of  the  Woodstock  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Vite  also  serves  as  Treasurer  for  Illinois  Merchants  Political 
Action  Committee  Team  and  is  a  Director  of  Business  and  Industry 
for  Economic  Concern. 


Mr.  Vite  has  been  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Memorial 
Hospital  of  McHenry  County  since  1989  and  is  currently  serving  his 
second  year  as  Chairman  of  the  Board. 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

DAVID  F.  VTTE 

PRESIDENT 

ILLINOIS  RKTAIL  MERCHANTS  ASSOCIATION 

HOUSE  SMALL  BUSINESS  SUBCC*MITTEE  ON  RURAL  ENTERPRISES, 

EXPORTS,  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Tuesday,  September  6,  1994 

The  Illinois  Retail  Merchants  Association  represents  over  23,000 
retail  stores  in  Illinois.  It  is  estimated  that  5,000  or  22%  of 
our  member  stores  will  be  affected  by  the  unfunded  mandates  of  the 
ECO  program.  No  single  program  has  triggered  such  an  unparalleled 
outcry  from  our  members  that  has  the  ECO  mandate.  This  outcry  is 
not  simply  refle.xive  —  although  by  simple  logical  thought  one  can 
clearly  divine  the  negative  impact  that  the  ECO  mandates  will  have 
on  business  in  general.  Rather,  this  outcry  is  based  upon  the 
experiences  of  their  store  counter  parts  in  California.  The 
California  experience  is  an  experience  of  failure  —  failure  we 
seriously  doubt  Congress  or  the  Clinton  Administration  wishes  to 
duplicate . 

In  addition  to  retail  employers,  ECO  also  affects  other  service 
industries,  hospitals,  schools,  YMCAs,  police  and  fire  departments, 
local  governments  and  ail  other  employers  of  100  employees  or  more, 
many  of  whom  are  taxpayer  supported  employers. 

Employee  commute  options  have  cost  the  State  of  California  between 
$136  and  $197  million  per  year.  The  result  is  a  per-car  reduction 
cost  of  $3,000  and  a  per-employee  cost  of  $232.  That  cost 
magnifies  to  between  $1.2  and  $1.4  billion  per  year  for  the  ten 
non-attainment  areas.  Those  numbers  only  hold  true  if  EPA' s 
estimates  are  reliable.  Before  we  cast  judgement  on  the  costs  it 
would  be  wise  to  ask  what  the  benefits  may  be. 

According  to  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  trip  reduction 
mandates  will  yield  only  a  1  to  3  percent  reduction  in  vehicular 
traffic.  That  is  far  below  the  25%  reduction  required  under  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Worse  yet,  that  minuscule  reduction  will  be  quickly 
overtaken  by  expected  urban  growth. 

When  the  costs  and  corresponding  benefits  are  weighed,  employee 
commute  options  mandates  are  a  costly,  ineffective,  government 
boondoggle.  Based  on  the  flimsiest  of  evidence,  the  U.S.  Congress 
was  sold  on  a  theory.  That  theory  helped  to  cripple  the  California 
economy.  That  theory  costs  tens  of  thousands  of  Calif ornians  their 
means  of  survival.  No  Congressperson  or  Federal  Administration 
with  an  eye  toward  a  sound  economy  and  a  positive  business  climate 
would  seek  to  impose  this  failed  theory  on  the  rest  of  the  nation. 
Furthermore,  this  hits  hardest  the  working  men  and  women  the 
current  Administration  claims  to  want  to  help. 
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As  has  been  established  in  numerous  studies,  the  majority  of  part- 
time  workers,  in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors,  are  people 
with  second  jobs  or  people  looking  to  supplement  their  families' 
primary  income,  such  as  mothers  with  children,  senior  citizens,  and 
students  working  their  way  through  school.  In  any  mandate,  such  as 
ECO,  where  increased  costs  require  cut  backs,  the  first  jobs  to  go 
are  those  of  the  part-time  workers.  Furthermore,  retailing  seeks 
to  accommodate  the  private  schedules  of  its'  part-time  workers. 
The  ECO  mandates,  by  their  very  nature,  preclude  such  flexibility 
and  consideration.  If  any  flexibility  exists,  it  will  be  dictated 
by  commuting  considerations.  Finally,  for  large  retail  employers, 
the  job  of  scheduling  to  accommodate  car  pools  and  other 
transportation  options  may  simply  be  impossible.  Such  real 
prospects  fly  in  the  fact  of  recent  comments  by  U.S.  EPA 
Administrator  Carol  Browner. 

In  testimony  before  the  U.S.  Senate  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works,  Ms.  Browner  stated  that  the  "EPA  and  sources  should 
be  given  flexibility  on  ways  to  achieve  these  goals"  and  that 
"specificity  and  flexibility  must  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  focusing  on  the  particular  problems  and  circumstances."  The 
retail,  service  and  public  employment  sectors  unique  reliance  upon 
part-time  help  make  such  "flexibility"  and  "case-by-case" 
determinations  essential. 

It  isn't  the  "in"  thing  in  Washington  right  now  and  it  is  certainly 
never  the  favorite  answer  of  environmentalists  and  their  political 
allies,  but  as  the  General  Accounting  Office  has  established, 
market-based  solutions  and  flexible  alternatives  at  a  state  level 
are  the  only  tools  that  can  be  effective.  The  State  of  Illinois 
already  has  such  a  program — it  offers  a  certain  amount  of  cash  to 
folks  who  are  willing  to  turn  over  their  old  cars.  Effectively, 
the  State  is  buying  vehicles  causing  the  greatest  amount  of 
pollution. 

with  nine  percent  of  all  cars  on  the  road  today  responsible  for  up 
to  fifty  percent  of  automotive  emissions,  paying  "Cash  for 
Clunkers"  has  had  an  immediate  effect  on  emissions.  Most  folks, 
especially  folks  of  fewer  financial  means,  are  not  likely  to  simply 
quit  driving  their  cars  and  go  buy  new  ones.  By  offering  cash  in 
return  for  their  cars,  the  State  is  giving  these  car  owners  the 
financial  means  with  which  to  purchase  a  more  environmentally- 
friendly  used  or  new  car.  "Cash  for  Clunkers"  recognizes  the 
economic  rules  that  govern  peoples'  buying  and  driving  decisions. 
It  allows  for  a  drastic  reduction  in  auto  emissions,  far  more  than 
could  be  accomplished  by  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Most  importantly,  it 
does  so  without  inconveniencing  the  majority  of  Americans  whose 
autos  are  efficient  and  of  little  or  no  detrimental  drag  on  the 
environment . 

It  is  exactly  this  kind  of  solution  that  the  federal  government 
should  be  seeking.  Had  the  Congress  known  of  GAG  information  and 
learned  from  California's  flirtation  with  disaster,  we  might  have 
in  place  today  programs  that  actually  have  a  chance  of  success.  On 
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behalf  of  IRMA' s  23,000  member  stores  and  the  entire  retail  sector, 
we  strongly  urge  the  federal  government  to  scrap  the  ECO  mandates 
in  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  seek  market-based  alternatives.  Let  the 
states  experiment  with  such  programs  to  find  the  best  alternatives . 
The  Illinois  business  community  respectfully  requests  that  the  ECO 
section  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  an  option  rather  than  a  mandate.  The 
high  costs  and  low  benefits  associated  with  this  mandate— when 
compared  with  the  narrow  profit-margins  of  the  retail  sectors-make 
private  sector  alternatives  essential  if  the  retail  sector  is  not 
to  collapse. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  Congressman  Dan 
Manzullo's  well-directed  and  intelligent  legislative  proposal. 
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ECO  Solution  Systems,  Inc. 
130  Monument  Ave. 
Barrlngton,  IL    60010 


About  the  presenter: 

Howard  F.  Wathen  is  the  founder  and  President  of  ECO  Solution  Systems,  Inc.  For 
the  past  twenty  five  years  he  has  worked  with  businesses  in  systems  development. 
His  specialty  has  been  in  design  and  development  of  systems  applications  for  unusual 
business  functions.  In  1990  he  began  specialization  in  management  applications  for 
the  ECO  program.  He  was  a  member  of  the  Illinois  Employee  Commute  Options  Task 
Force  and  a  participant  in  the  ECO  Demonstration  Program.  Mr.  Wathen  has  also 
been  an  active  observer  of  other  states  ECO  development. 


93 


Howard  F.  Wathen,  President 

ECO  Solution  Systems,  Inc. 

130  Monument  Ave. 

Barrington,  IL    60010 


Testimony  To 


House  Small  Business  Subcommittee  On 
Rural  Enterprises,  Exports  and  the  Environment 


Mr.  Chairman, 

Members  of  the  Subcommittee, 

Sec. 182(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  is  very  Important  and 
necessary.  The  requirement,  to  develop  Employee  Commute  Options  and  Trip 
Reduction  Plans,  provides  a  much  needed  mechanism  for  developing  disciplines  that 
w\\\  benefit  virtually  everyone,  and  the  environment.  The  Issue  Is  not  that,  "you  can't 
drive  your  car",  which  is  inferred  by  the  majority  of  what  has  been  communicated. 
The  real  issue  is  that  of  tropospheric  ozone.  An  abundance  of  scientific  evidence  tells 
us  that  Qfound  level  ozone  is  a  poisonous  gas.  Ozone  causes  permanent  lung  tissue 
damage  to  children  as  well  as  being  harmful  to  older  adults  and  the  athletically  active. 
The  reason  the  automobile  is  the  subject  of  this  matter  is  that  the  automobile  is  the 
primary  source  of  emissions  that  creates  this  secondary  pollution.  The  key  to 
reducing  ground  level  ozone  is  in  the  reduction  and  control  of  hydrocarbons  and  nitric 
oxide  emissions  from  automobiles.  This  effort  will  also  contribute  to  addressing  the 
concern  over  greenhouse  gases,  which  is  brought  to  our  attention  by  the  Illinois 
Legislative  Task  Force  on  Global  Climate  Change.  Carbon  Dioxide  In  the  atmosphere 
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is  25%  higher  than  et  any  time  in  over  160,000  years.  The  reduction  of  automobile 
emissions  will  have  a  very  substantial  positive  impact  on  air  quality,  the  environment, 
and  quality  of  life. 

ECO/TRP  Is  generally  misunderstood  which  results  in  its  being  perceived  to  be 
burdensome  end  having  little  value.  To  the  contrary,  ECO/TRP  represents  value  to 
both  the  employer  and  the  employee.  The  burden  is  in  the  learning  curve  necessary 
to  understand  the  Issue  and  apply  the  correct  solutions.  The  costs  related  to 
ECOATRP  are  also  very  difficult  to  state  with  any  accuracy.  I  have  attached  a  cost 
comparison  report  on  thirty-five  Southern  California  businesses  for  your  review. 
These  costs  range  from  $1.32  a  month  per  employee  to  $11.36  per  employee. 
However,  the  subject  Is  not  yet  sophisticated  enough  to  establish  absolute  costs.  And 
when  costs  are  determined  there  is  no  method  for  calculating  the  values  received 
back. 

But  the  real  burden  is  not  in  the  implementation  of  ECO/TRP.  The  real  burden  Is  in 
what  we  have  already  done  and  perpetuate:  commit  up  to  one  third  of  our  land  space 
in  primary  cities  to  accommodate  the  automobile  and  transportation,  subsidize 
underutilized  public  transportation  by  over  $2  billion  a  year,  Increase  air  pollution  that 
contributes  to  agricultural  damage  of  $2  -  $5  billion  per  year.  Increase  air  pollution 
which  attributed  to  $40  -  $50  billion  a  year  In  health  care  costs,  and  the 
Congressional  General  Accounting  Office  tells  us  that  highway  congestion  causes 
productivity  losses  of  $100  billion  a  year.     The  gas  wasted  In  Idling  and  traffic 
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congestion  Is  equivalent  to  our  annual  imports.  Unfortunately,  we  do  not  know  what 
the  cost  Is  to  our  environment  and  infrastructure. 

ECO/TRP  is  an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  responsible  leadership.  Business  as  an 
entity  or  as  individuals  has  a  major  impact  on  our  environment.  The  entity  and  the 
individuals  both  have  much  to  gain  with  responsible  action.  The  ECO/TRP  requirement 
must  become  part  of  the  culture  and  as  necessary  as  restructuring  and  re-engineering 
for  Improved  efficiency,  productivity,  and  cost  reduction.  I  have  examined  commuting 
data  from  seventeen  businesses  in  Southern  California.  Aggregate  data  Indicates  that 
27.4  percent  of  employees  that  drive  alone  are  Interested  In  an  alternative  commute. 
The  aggregate  APO  with  these  people  driving  alone  is  1.185.  Jf  these  employees 
were  convened  to  just  two  person  carpools  the  aggregate  APO  would  Increase  to 
1.415.  Use  of  public  transportation  or  other  means  would  result  in  an  even  higher 
APO.  Data  also  shows  that  the  most  frequent  suggestion  for  participating  In  non  drive 
alone  commuting  is  for  assistance  in  how  to  do  it.  This  is  the  greatest  area  where 
employers  can  have  an  influence  on  achieving  results. 

To  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  according  bill  H.R.4589  would 
further  weaken  an  already  weak  effort  to  reduce  ground  level  ozone.  The  original 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  of  .OBppm  set  in  1 970  was  reduced  to  .  1 2ppm  in  1 977. 
This  standard  exists  today  even  though  scientific  evidence  tells  us  ozone  at  .08ppm 
and  below  is  harmful  to  health. 
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The  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990,  If  amended,  should  be  strengthened  to 
support  employers,  be  more  inclusive  of  commuting,  and  support  the  informational, 
educational  effort,  it  should  promote  8  rethinking  of  new  transportation  construction, 
and  It  should  contribute  to  sincere  consideration  of  the  needs  of  our  infrastructure. 
To  persist  in  delay  of  implementing  ECO/TRP  eftons  is  tantamount  to  the  reluctance 
In  recognizing  the  effect  of  CFCs  and  their  effect  on  the  stratospheric  ozone  layer. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Howard  F.  Wathen 
September  6,  1994 


100 


Barbara  G.  Hayskar 

President 

Northbrook  Chamber  of  Coiranerce   &   Industry 

2002  Walters  Avenue 

Northbrook,  Illinois    60062 

(708)  498-5555   FAX   (708)  498-5510 


Regional  Transportation  Initiatives 


Contributed  to  the  writing  of  the  Illinois  Employee 
Coaunute  Options  legislation.   Served  to  protect  suburban 
Cook  County  business  interests. 

Appointed  by  Governor  Edgar  to  Chair  the  Illinois  Employee 
commute  Options  Advisory  Board.   This  Board  is  empowered 
to  cornment  and  advise  upon  all  forms  and  rules  proposed  by 
the  Illinois  Department  of  Transportation  to  be  utilized 
in  effectuating  compliance  with  this  act. 

Member  of  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Council's  Regional 
Public  Transportation  Task  Force  formed  at  the  request  of 
the  Regional  Transportation  Authority  (RTA) .  This  diverse 
group  of  leaders  from  throughout  the  region  works  to 
assess  the  region's  mobility  needs  and  recommend  ways  for 
transit  to  meet  those  needs.   Final  recommendations  will 
be  produced  in  the  spring  of  1994 . 

Defined  parameters  of  "quick  take"  legislation, 

subsequently  submitted  by  the  Village  of  Northbrook  and 
passed  by  the  State  Legislature,  for  the  building  of  two 
underpasses  on  Lake  Cook  Road  to  facilitate  local  traffic 
mitigation. 

Wrote  and  successfully  procured  a  federal  CNAQ 
demonstration  grant  for  the  Lake  Cook  TMA.   This  project 
involves  reverse  commuting  service  at  the  new  Lake  Cook 
Road  train  station  in  Deerfield.   The  grant  is  to  support 
the  planning,  development  and  design  of  a  reverse  commute 
and  shuttle  transit  program.   Wrote  the  initial  RFP  and 
served  on  the  selection  committee  which  hired 
transportation  consultant  Barton/Aschman  to  survey 
employees/employers  and  design  shuttle  and  pedestrian 
access  to  the  METRA  station.  The  Lake  Cook  TMA  is 
presently  submitting  a  second  CMAQ  grant  to  implement  such 
services.   Fourteen  major  regional  employers  have  signed 
agreements  to  participate  in  the  local  match. 

Serve  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  take  Cook  TMA. 
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Barbara  Uayskar's  Comments   to  the  field  heajring  held  by 
the  House  Small   Business  Subcommittee  on  Rural 
Enterprises,    Exports,    and  the  Environment,    at  9:00  a.m.    on 
Tuesday,    September  6,    1994   at  McHenry  County  Community 
College  in  Crystal  Lake,    Illinois 


Northeastern  Illinois  is  one  of  over  100  areas  in  the 
United  States  that  fail  to  meet  the  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards.  The  Chicago  metropolitan  area  is  one  of 
seven  "severe  nonattainment  areas"  for  the  standard  for 
ozone.   In  November,  1990,  Congress  passed  amendments  to 
the  existing  clean  Air  Act  that  included  stricter 
requirements  for  meeting  the  standards.   There  are  a 
number  of  required  programs  that  northeastern  Illinois 
must  implement  to  reduce  ozone  including  the  Employee 
Commute  Options  program  (ECO) .   This  act  requires  that 
employers  worR  with  their  employees  to  remove  the  number 
of  cars  that  arrive  to  their  worksite  between  the  hours  of 
6:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.   Employers  in  this  region  have 
been  concerned  with  congestion  and  traffic  mitigation  for 
many  years  and  some  have  existing  successful  van  pool  and 
ride  sharing  programs.   These  programs  have  been 
implemented  to  access  a  leibor  force  and  for  traffic 
mitigation  purposes. 
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Barbara  Hayskar's  Comments 
Page  2 


Three  years  ago,  employers  and  their  representatives 
developed  legislation  to  comply  with  the  Federal  mandate. 
This  piece  of  legislation  became  Illinois  Law,   The 
Illinois  law  is  based  on  attainable  goals  and  provides 
flexibility  for  employers. 

The  ECO  program  should  encourage  through  education  and 
incentive  programs  those  persons  who  have  commuting 
choices  to  reduce  the  number  of  vehicular  trips  during 
peak  travel  periods.   This  program  should  provide  maximum 
flexibility  to  fit  individual  worksite  differences. 
Penalties  should  not  be  burdened  on  those  who  cannot  meet 
under  any  circumstances  these  mandates.   We  must  meet  the 
needs  and  concerns  of  existing  businesses.   The  Illinois 
Law  does. 

The  Illinois  Law  was  written  with  business  in  mind  and 
recognizes  what  can  and  can't  be  done.   Specific  to  the 
Illinois  law  include  the  following: 

*  Good  Faith  Effort 

*  Clear  Definitions  of  worksite  and  employee 

*  Differences  between  urban  &  suburban  businesses 
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Barbara  Haysltar's   comments 
Page  3 


*  Recognizes  our  mature  infrastructure  &  transit 
systems 

*  Penalties  only  for  failure  to  file  or 
providing  false  information 

*  Educational  component  necessary  for  behavioral 
changes 

We  all  want  cleaner  air  and  less  congestion.   Our 
challenge  is  to  find  the  mix  and  compromise.   Both  are 
goals  of  businesses  in  the  Northern  Illinois 
non-attainment  area.   We  should  move  toward  implementing 
an  attainment  strategy  for  2007,  of  which  ECO  is  only  one 
component . 
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P  O-  Box  477  = 

Crystal  Lake.  IILnois  F :  •  D'-SSS/ZSaS 

TC  Industries, /nc.  50039-0477  =;  ^^  si5.459/z589 


Mr.  Jini  ^Uen 

President 

McHeiiry  County  Economic  Development  Corporation 

P.O.  Box  313 

Crystal  Lake,  IL    60039 


Dear  Jim: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  to  express  the  feelings  of  TC  Industries,  Inc.  toward  the 
Employee  Commute  Option  program  that  will  require  companies  in  McHenry  County 
with  100  employees  to  increase  employee  car  pooling  by  25  percent,  starting  in 
mid-1995. 

If  I  was  presented  with  a  business  plan  that  took  effort,  time,  and  e:cpense  but 
doesn't  offer  a  substantial  return  on  my  investments,  I  wouldn't  do  it',    .•\fter 
re\'iewing  the  ECO  program,  I  don't  believe  that  increasing  employee  car  pooling 
by  25  percent  will  significantly  reduce  air  pollution  and  the  traffic  congestion  we 
presently  are  deaUng  with.    What  this  plan  will  do  is  make  employers  spend 
unnecessary  time  and  money  on  a  government  mandated  act  which  lias  been 
proven  not  to  work  in  California. 

The  biggest  problem  TC  Industries,  Inc.  faces  in  complying  mth  the  ECO  Act  is 
telling  65  out  of  our  260  day-shift  employees  they  no  longer  can  drive  their 
private  autos  to  work.    With  mass  transit  unavailable  in  this  county,  how  do  we 
get  our  employees  to  TC  Industries,  Inc.? 

Sincerely, 


Ol..i( 


Robert  F.  Berry  y^\ 

President  -  Administration-' 
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Paos     2     CITY— NORTHWEST  HERALD 


Tuasoay.  January  25.  1994 


Manzullo 

Continued  from  page  1 

on  the  rights  of  people." 

ManzuUo  plans  to  team  up 
with  IlJinois'  other  congressional 
representatives  this  week  to  de- 
velop a  strategy. 

Local  employers  should  begin 
receiving  paperwork  on  the 
mandate  this  year.  The  imple- 
mentation date  is  sometime  in 
1996. 

Manzullo  also  urged  area  mo- 
torists to  write  or  call  their  fed- 
eral and  state  lawmakers  to  con- 
vince them  of  the  urgency  to 
change  the  law. 

"Things  can  be  done,  but  it 
depends  on  the  mobilization  of 
public  opinion,"  Manzullo  said. 
"Who  knows  what's  best  for  the 
people  except  the  people 
themselves?" 

Manzullo  said  he  will  attack 
the  mandate  on  two  avenues. 

First,  Manzullo  said  he  will 
work  to  convince  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  re- 
consider the  Chicago  area's  clas- 
sification as  a  "severe"  ozone 
area. 

Since  the  results  were  ob- 
tained through  faulty  readings, 
the  designation  should  be  down- 
graded to  "serious."  Manzullo 
said. 

The  "serious"  classirication 
does  not  require  ride- sharing. 

Manzullo  said  he  also  will  try 
to  push  legislation  to  remove 
the  mandate  from  the  Clean  Air 
Act. 

Manzullo  was  flanked  by  area 


"Things  can  be 
done,  but  it  depends 
on  the  mobilization 
of  public  opinion.  Who 
knows  what's  best 
for  the  people  except 
the  people 
themselves?" 

Donald  Manzullo 


U  S.  representative 


business    leaders    at    Monday's 
news  conference. 

Jim  Allen,  president  of  the 
McHenry  County  Economic  De- 
velopment Corp.,  said  the  law 
will  cost  local  employers  mil- 
lions of  dollars. 

Some  companies  might  have 
to  pay  for  van  pools,  while  oth- 
ers might  have  pay  their  work- 
ers as  an  incentive  to  car  pool. 

The  law  will  prevent  business 
expansions  and  could  even  force 
layoffs,  he  said. 

"It's  a  horrible  thing  to  put  on 
the  shoulders  of  the  presidents 
of  companies  in  this  county," 
Allen  said. 

Bob  Berry,  President  of  Ad- 
ministration at  T  C.  Industries, 
said  he  is  not  looking  forward  to 
telling  65  of  his  260  day-shift 
employees  they  can't  drive  to 
work  anymore. 

And  he's  grappling  with 
alternatives. 

"With  mass  transit  unavail- 
able in  this  county,  how  do  we 
get  our  employees  to  T.C.  In- 
dusiries?"  Berr>'  said. 
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Unfair,  costly  EPA  ruling 
will  harm  local  businesses 


The  Federal  Environrafntal 
Protection  Agency,  using  inaccu- 
rate  information  and  faulty  meth- 
ods, has  designated  McHenry 
County,  along  with  Chicago  and 
other  collar  counties  as  a  "severe 
ozone"  area. 

That  unfair  rating  is  now  going 
to  place  S200  million  annual  bur- 
den on  area  businesses  and  we 
must  act  to  prevent  this  absurd  rul- 
ing from  negatively  impacting  our 
business  climate 

We  have  sufficient  evidence  to 
re<)uest  reclassificaiion  and  to 
challenge  both  the  methods  and 
information  used  that  gave  this 
region  the  "severe"  classificatiori. 

1  think  the  federal  government 
needs  to  work  with  the  citizens  of 
nimois  to  help  solve  this  problem, 
not  force  people  —  unreasonably 
and  at  great  costs  —  to  comply 
wiih  a  faulty  government  conclu- 
sion. 

A  "severe"  rabng  triggers  a  pro- 
vision of  the  "Employee  Trip 
Reduction  Program"  which  forces 
employers  to  reduce  by  25  percent 
the  number  of  people  who  dri^'e  to 
work  in  Cook,  DuPage.  Will, 
McHenry,  Kane  and  Lake  coun- 
ties. 

It's  an  unnecessary  and  nearly 


impossible  mandate  that  could 
cost  up  to  $150  per  employee  in 
order  for  businesses  to  comply. 
It's  difficult  enough  to  tr>'  to 
reach  anainable  goals,  but  espe- 
cially difficult 


al  reasons,  including  the  large 
demographic  area,  the  diverse 
range  of  employees  and  limited 
pubbc  transponaiion 

The  most  outrageous  part  of  this 
situation  is  the  fact  that  the  EPA. 
in  making  the  classification  for  the 
Chicago  area  m  1988,  used  daia 
taken  from  one  day  of  one  year 
from  one  station  in  a  suspect  loca- 
tion —  the  Oiiwaukec  Prauie 
moniionng  station,  located  eight 
miles  north  of  the  Illinois  border 


in  Wisconsm,  near  a  swampy  area 
with  high  methane  gas  levels 

The  entire  Chicago  region  is 
penali2ed  for  data  collected  at  this 
one  area. 

None  of  the  air  monitoring  sta- 
tions recorded  severe  values. 

I  wholeheartedly  support  efforts 
tn  protect  our  environment,  which 
include  ensuring  our  citizens  can 
enjoy  natural  land  and  good  aii 
quality 

Bui  this  IS  a  bureaucratic, 
"make-work  '  progmm  that  is 
going  to  adversely  affect  all  of  our 
businesses  and  employees,  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  a  "severe" 
au  quality  situation  which  doesn't 
even  exist. 

It  is  vital  that  all  area  businesses 
lake  a  stand  and  write  the 
Governor  Jim  Edgar,  asking  him 
to  intercede  with  the  federal  EPA 
and  requesi  a  reclassification  to 
"moderate"  or  "serious, "  which 
could  be  appropriate. 

We  must  do  everything  wc  can 
to  prevent  millions  of  dollars 
being  wasted  —  money  that  could 
be  spent  punjng  people  to  work 
and  improving  our  local  economy. 

Dick  Klemm  is  ihe  naie  icnaior 
for  the  .^2nd  Diiirict 
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Commute  options 

DES  PLAINES— We  believe 
the  majority  of  the  more  than 
600.000  A.-^.^  Chicago  Motor 
Club  members  m  Illinois  and 
northern  Indiana  are  willing  to 
do  theu-  share  to  make  the 
environment  cleaner  But  as 
you  pointed  out  in  your  recent 
editorial  (-Give  states  clean 
air  plan  a  chance,"  Sept.  28). 
the  EPA  wants  to  push  us  loo 
far. 

No  one  really  has  any  idea 
whether  the  Employee 
Commute  Options  law  will 
reduce  air  pollution.  We  can 
be  c-ertain.  however,  that  it  will 
cause  a  huge  increase  in  paper 
pollution  Large  companies  are 
hiring  extra  staff  ;ust  to  collect 
data  and  fill  out  forms  related 
to  ECO.  The  papenvork  ml)  be 
so  volummous  that  the  Illuiois 
Department  of  Tran<;portation 
may  take  several  years  just  to 
review  whether  ECO  plans 
submitted  by  the  5000  or  more 
affected  employers  are 
reasonable.  A  determination  of 
the  plan's  effectiveness,  if  any. 
Is  many  years  down  the  road. 

As  you  also  report,  the  air  in 
Chicago  is  getting  cleaner, 
even  without  ECO.  But  the  fed- 
eral government  le  ignoring 
this  information  The  freedom 
of  mobihfj'  cherished  by  Amer 
leans  is  threatened  by  an  EPA 
that  IS  relying  on  old  data  and 
untested  strong  arm  tactics. 

What's  needed  is  a  thorough 
review  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1990  (which 
include  the  ECO  requirement 
as  well  as  other,  more 
stringent  measures).  Are  the 
probable  clean  air  benefits 
worth  the  cost  to  business  and 
the  hassle  to  moionsis?  Or  :s 
this  just  a  bonanza  for 
bureaucrats  and  consultants'" 
The  .VAA  Chicago  Motor  Club 
agrees  with  the  Tribune  We 
should  give  the  state's  clean-air 
plan  a  fair  chance 

Jonathan  Lehrer 
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Fewer  bus  routes,  fare  increase 
loom  for  suburban  commuters 


By  Gary  Washburn 

TjUBl'N'e  TlL\N"SPORTA-nOV  Writek 

[The  Regional  Transportation 
Authority  board  generated  new 
d«bate  Tuesday  over  «'hat  constl- 
t\^tes  a  "proper"  level  of  suburban 
bus  service,  approving  19W  fund- 
ing, that  Pace  oflicials  said  may 
fdjrce  route  cuts  and  selected  fare 
increases  next  year. 

Trta  Chairman  Gayle  Franzen 
defended  the  board's  unanimous 
decision,  questioning  Paces  desire 
to  grow  even  though  demand  for 
il^  product  is  limited. 

*'At  some  point  in  time,  theres 
gomg  to  have  to  be  a  decision 
loade  m  this  region  or  in  the  leg 
isiature"  dealing  with  "the  extent 
w^n-ant  to  keep  providing  service 
to  the  suburbs  that  most  people 
won't  use,"  Franzen  declared, 
"people  continue  to  come  to  me 
asking  why  we're  ruruung  empty 
buses  in  the  suburbs.  I  have  a 
p^blem  with  that" 

•But  Pace  Chairman  Florence 
Bl>one  said  Pace  has  an  obligation 
\d  provide  ser\-ice  for  suburban- 
it^  who  have  no  other  means  of 
transportation.  If  the  RTA  con- 
siders service  in  the  outlying 
a^as  unproductive,  "the  honest 
thing  to  do"  would  be  to  recom- 
mend that  the  collar  counties  opt 
o$t  of  the  RTA  "and  put  their 
money  mto  highways."  she  said- 

^What  an  irony  for  the  RTA  to 
s^d  a  message  to  people  to  quit 
pgblic  transit  for  their  automo- 
bi^"  Boone  declared. 

ifnder  the  board's  action,  the 
RjA  wiU  funnel  about  SS56  mil- 
lipn  in  subsidies  to  Pace,  in- 
chiding  $;3  million  that  the  subur- 
bih  agency  had  planned  to  use  for 
capital  Improvement  projects 
rather  than  to  fund  operations. 

flThe  probable  result  of  the  RTA's 
decision  wiU  be  So  million  m  ser- 
v^fg  cuts  as  well  as  fare  increa.'-es 


in  selected  areas  that  would 
generate  $750,000  in  new  revenue, 
said  Terrance  Brannon,  Pace's 
planning  and  development  chief,     j 

The  effect  of  service  reductions 
and  higher  fares  would  be  a  de 
cline  of  as  much  as  1  million  from 
next  year's  projected  ridership  of 
38  8  million,  Brannon  said. 

Under  a  tentative  plan  to  live 
within  the  RTA's  funding  levels. 
Pace  would  eliminate  17  existing 
bus  routes  throughout  the  sub- 
urbs and  table  plans  to  expand 
special  door-to-door  service,  most- 
ly for  the  elderly  and  disabled. 

Fares  would  be  mcreased  from 
the  current  85  cents  to  $1.10  m  the 
Pace  "satellite"  cities  of  Joliet,  Au-  ^ 
rora.  £lgin  and  Waukegan  and  on  ] 
"feeder"  routes  to  Nfetra  rail  Imes. 

Fares  for  the  bulk  of  the  system 
would  remain  unchanged,  howev- 
er, because  of  the  need  to  main- 
tain identical  prices  with  those 
charged  by  the  Chicago  Transit 
Authority,  officials  said. 

The  RTA  is  the  parent  agency  of 
Pace,  the  CTA  and  Metra. 

In  his  five  years  as  RTA  chair- 
man, Franaen  said  that  Pace  con- 
sistently has  covered  only  about 
3S  percent  of  its  operating  co«;ts 
from  fare  revenues  while  the  CTA 
and  Metra  have  maintained  ratios 
of  50  percent  or  more. 

If  the  RTA  had  provided  the 
funding  requested.  Pace's  ratio 
would  have  dropped  to  30  percent 
he  said. 

"Pace  IS  on  its  way  to  becoming 
a  $100  million  business,  and  we 
still  have  people  wondering  w-hy  it 
even  exists,"  Franzen  said. 

The  RTA  chief  said  he  personal- 
ly believef!  suburban  bus  service 
"is  absolutely  necessary."  but 
added  he  cannot  defend  routes  on 
which  'large  expensive  diesel 
buses  are  running  with  two  peo- 
ple on  them." 


no 

THOMAS  Z.  HAYWARD,  JR. 


jio.e  candidate  for  the  post.  The  new  president  will  replace  retiring  Silas 
Kechn.  65. 


EPA  cuts  commute  restrictions 

■  In  a  letter  to  Rep.  Donald  Manzullo,  R-Egan,  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  (EPA)  chief  Carol  Browner  said  th^^EPA  has  decided  that 
ozone  protection  programs  around  the  country.  i7>cluding  in  the  Chi- 
cago area,  will  require  action  only  during  summer  months.  That  should 
aid  the  9.200  area  employers  of  more  than  100  workers  that  now  are  re- 
quired to  cut  the  number  of  vehicles  coming  to  work  year-round.  An  Il- 
linois Department  of  Transportation  (IDOT)  spokesman  said  the  depart- 
ment had  not  been  formally  notified  of  the  new  ruling,  but  added  that 
IDOT  wants  to  go  with  whatever  procedures  are  easiest  for  employers. 
"As  soon  as  wc  get  additional  information,  we  can  move,"  he  said. 

New  plant  for  envelope  maker 

■  A  Northwest  Side  envelope  factory  employing  about   100  workers 
would  stay  in  the  city  in  a  light  industrial  facility  proposed  by  developer 
Dalan/Jupiter  Inc.  Arvey  Paper  &  Office  Products  would  it"  • 
deteriorating  plant  at  3351   W.  Addison  St.  to  a  p'-'" 
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Monday.  October  II,  1993 


Voice  of  the  people 


Clean  air  plan  not  worth  the  price 


HOFFMAN  ESTATES-Lost  in  Ihe  debate 
oboiil  how  best  to  implement  the  employee  trip 
reduction  provisions  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
amendments  of  1990  ("Air  quaJitj-  angers  EPA." 
Tribune.  ScpL  13)  Is  the  reallly  of  how  lU- 
conceived  and  pointless  tlie,«e  provisions  are. 

At  the  most  superficial  level,  trip  reduction 
appears  to  make  sense  Reduce  the  volume  of 
volilciilar  traffic— especially  idling  rush  hour 
tralTic— and.  it  would  seem,  you  neoessanly 
improve  air  quality.  The  propriety  of  trip 
rcxJucllon  breaks  down  when  the  human  costs 
imiwsed  are  compared  to  the  meager 
environmental  benefits  obtained. 

Con.>;ider  that,  at  the  cost  of  making  any 
employer  of  more  than  100  reduce  the  volume  of 
vehicular  traffic  into  their  facility  by  about  a 
third,  the  correspondmg  reduction  in  urban 
ozone  is— by  EPAs  own  optimistic  estimates— 
barely  1  percent  of  current  levels. 

Certainly  we  should  not  arbitrarily  sneer  at  1 
percent  reductions— progress  is  oflen  measured 
in  such  small  steps.  The  salient  question  is  Can 
a  statute  that  is  so  sure  to  disrupt  the  lives  of 
countless  individuals,  restrict  their  freedom, 
hinder  their  productivity  and  place  arbitrary 
restrictions  on  their  choice  of  employer  and 
housing  worth  this  sort  of  Isenefll? 

As  is  often  the  case,  it  will  doubtless  be  those 
le.ist  able  to  afford  it  who  will  suffer  the  mosL 
A  low  Income  mother  wlU  now  face  the  prospect 
of  lieing  unable  to  keep  a  child  In  day  care 
because  trip  reduction  eliminates  her  freedom 
to  pick  the  child  up  on  time  A  young  couple 
will  no!  be  able  to  buy  the  remotely  located 
starter  home  they  could  otherwise  afford, 
simply  because  there  is  no  one  nearby  with 
whom  lliey  can  car  pool  How  many  businesses 


of  dose  to  100  employees  wui  fail  to  put  on  that 
extra  shift  to  avoid  the  bureaucratic  nightmares 
that  trip  reduction  entails? 

The  supposed  benefits  of  trip  reduction  are 
even  more  dubious  when  one  realizes  how 
unenforceable  tlie  regulation  »lU  be  Surely  it 
can  be  effectively  enforced  only  at  businesses 
tltat  have  their  own  parking  lots  and  where, 
therefore,  the  number  of  commuting  vehicles 
can  t>e  easily  Inventoried  U  off  site  public 
parking  is  readily  available— as  it  is  in  a  large 
city  center— trip  reduction  is  virtually 
unenforceable.  Any  employee  wishing  to 
continue  driving  into  the  Loop,  for  example,  can 
simply  park  in  a  nearby  garage  and  ctaun  to 
have  either  car-pooled  or  to  have  taken  public 
transportation.  How  could  any  employer 
dispute  such  a  claim?  Faced  with  potential  fines 
starting  at  $10,000.  why  would  any  want  to? 

Thus,  we  will  find  trip  reduction  penalizing 
primarily  the  remotely  located  suburban  firms 
where  the  problems  of  idling  rush  hour  traffic 
are  not  nearly  so  Immediate  Perversely,  their 
inner-city  competitors,  located  where  vehicular 
emissions  are  the  most  concentrated,  will  gain 
an  edge  by  being  able  to  effectively  ignore  trip 
reduction  in  practice. 

Popular  perceptions  nolwuhslandlng.  as  a 
society  we  have  made  enormous  strides  in 
improving  air  quality  since  the  Clean  Air  Act 
was  passed  m  1972.  Though  urban  ozone  has 
been  substantially  reduced,  it  is  ozone  (or 
"smog^  that  remains  the  thorn  in  the  side  of 
mcLropolilan  areas  as  they  struggle  to  meet  air 
quality  standards.  Winning  that  struggle 
demands  substance,  not  meaningless  style. 

Rjchard  J.  Tnupek 
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In  Hockfyrd.  Kyan  Petty  hopes 
(n  woo  ChiciiKoUnd  busin«*w<B  tn 
WiineMjp)  Coonty.  which  won't 
be  crcufrhered  vnth  tht'  nde-^hnr- 

rcu>.  Hirocior  of  the  Council  of 

p-oup.  h.Tj  nircjdy  movi-d  to  u\kc 
Advnnutue  of  hde-shanng't  impact 
on  Chicogoland 

"If  companies  aro  conaidennR 
on  expansion  tnu>  it  new  fnciltty 
on«f  of  the  fHc-U)r<i  Lhey  looV  Hi 
is  competitive  advantages  «nd 
dts«dvant«g«  in  air  qiiahty  regu- 
)QUons.'Pc-ttv&iid. 

^  not  being  burden*^  with  ndtv 
shannc  "vs  to  Our  competitive 
QdvanU.K'L-  ■ 

Tiie  Council  of  100.  which  hii 
not  tAken  «  position  of  support  or 
condi-mj^at  ion  of  ndo-ahanng. 
now  tnutb  Rotkford  m  ita  prnted 
liter 


nndntory  ndt-reduciion  re<iuin> 

i*ctt>'  i/ifJ  he  hjul  tiilked  to  "a 
number  of  compani«"  in  Chiogo- 
IiU%d  that  are  worried  about  com 
pUint:  with  those  rules. 

But  nd*-shann(;  didn't  det*r 
\!()ton>ln  from  [l«rding  to  build  n 
oelluldr  pboni?  fartorv  th-H  will 
employ  3.000  to  5.000  people  in 

"Ride-shoring  wasn't  o  factor  m 
dctcrmmmff  that  Hnrvord  wiii 
whtre  we  wanted  to  build."  aaid 
David  f^nqky.  a  MotApolo  ?poV« 
man  Thr  company  is  working 
with  suburban  rail  and  bus  ser- 
vice^ to  dvti^rmind  how  to  beat 
S^TVi-  Uic  plant  from  the  Harvard 
terTDinus  of  the  Chicago- Harvard 
cornmuter  tmin  line.  PinskysJid 

Toihe  Sicrro  Clubfc  Jack  Oann. 
Motorola.,  dccuiion  tn  lototc  m 
McHenry  County  ifl  proof  that 
ndc^hjirmg  la  not  the  automatic 
enemy  of  businc-&>- 

"Here's  a  major  new  industry 
willing  to  locote  m  un  arM  whpre 
the  plan  la  KOmp  mto  efTect, "  said 
Dann,  the  Chicago  area  field 
representative  for  the  conser- 
vation group,  which  supports  ride- 
shRnng 

In  Woodstock.  Wendy  Sinnou 
wyi  nde«hanng  ifi  an  "fldmirabU 
objective."  but  it  docin't  i>olvi  ihf 
root  cauie  of  oir  pollution  — sub- 
urban sprawl 

■Ptopk  cofvstder  tht3  to  be  the 
Greattr  Churupo  metTopolitan  re- 
trion.  but  Innd-use  pohcifs  are 
decided  at  the  local  level. '  said 
Sif\nott.  who  helped  orgoruie  Ctti- 
z^r^a  United  to  Save  Wood:,Eock  m 
1*J93  to  fight  a  l.IOO-uAjt  houiing 
dfvi-lnpment  there. 

Such  developments,  which  nrc 

far  from  nvjiibhk"  joM.  "f>iamn- 
teo  long  commutes  to  work,  and 
Wf^e'y  ^v  car.  bccaiiic  public 
tmnfioor.  >^  not  mt/'grated." 

The  executive  director  of 
McMonr.'  County  D..f.-nder-i 
asnss 

"By  building  more  freeways  and 


fiflin  ciniiy  ^Kuiki-ud  oi  tiw  en- 
vironmcnul  group  bo^L-d  in  Wood- 
litock 

"Our  group  ndvocutft*  design  of 
more  trtvnsitoricntcd  comm  uni- 
ties, wher*  you  p1.in  cifen  around 

"Rtdc-ahannt;  i»  part  of  the 
overall  irfilution  to  lower  our 
pollution  le\-els.  nnd  we  hive  to 
lower  them  from  5')  percent  to  60 
percent." 

Companies  cftn  uac  options  t\\c\\ 
iM.  eluTunatrng  frtc  parking  for 
employeva  a£  incentive  for  them  to 
car  pool. -ihe  said 

"Pace  (the  tuburban  bus  »cr- 
v\ce>  has  vonri,  that  they'll  give  to 
p«ipW  to  ui-e  for  %an  pools,  which 
wouJd  fit  rural  ar«as  hke  MeHen- 
ry  better  than  i>tandjuij  bua 
mutee."SkulkrudMid 

Pushing  for  change 

Con(;rvbaional  candidutes  Pete 
SuUivun  and  U  S.  Rep  Don  Mun- 
ndlo  n\so  ore  ilividH  on  ride- 
ahannt'  Manzullo.  «  Republican 
Oom  Ogle  Counrv.  is  oeainst  the 
miindnte.  while  Sullivruv  a  Roscoe 
DcmocrDt.  supports  it. 

Sullivan  sji\-B  fid(>sharing  may 
he  inconvenient  at  fiTbt,  but  m  the 
long  run  it  will  protect  McHenr>-'s 
au-  from  the  kind  of  degradation 
plaguing  the  more  congested  Cook 
County  to  the  cast. 

"McHenry  ic  tho  fastest-grow 
ing  county  \n  nimois.  and  when 
growth  conies  quickly,  vou  have  to 
take  some  precautions,"  he  said. 

fVeserving  McHenry'a  environ- 
menl  la  the  key  to  ita  fijixue.  he 
said 

"Ifn  not  anti-growth,  but  what! 

am  fioying  i*  that  to  manage  it-* 
growrh  propeny.  \fcHenry  needi 
to  keep  a  clean  environment." 

But  Jun  .\Jlen.  who  heads  the 
McHcnry  County  Economic  De- 
velopment Commission,  said  Sulli- 
van didn't  understixnd  the  necda  of 
business 

"He  should  talk  to  the  112 
comparuea  that  came  to  our  breaJ<- 
fast  last  week  about  this,  and  he'll 
find  out  that  he's  got  a  \at  of 


TWO  views 
of  ride-share 

Pro 

Environmental  groups  sup- 
port it.  sayJng  Americans  must 
reverse  tne  development 
fencts  of  the  past  50  /ears,  'n 
which  communities  have  De- 
come  Increasingly  spread  out. 
connected  only  by  ever-e»- 
pandtng  highway  networks 
Con 

9us!ness  development 
groups  generally  oppose  the 
p>an.  saying  ?r  will  increase 

theif  cost9  o(  Oo«ng  business 
without  Significantly  reducing 
pollution. 


About  the  program 

■  Whatmoc^'gnated 
me'ropoiitan  areas,  compa- 
res »wtn  more  than  100 
employees  must  reduce  the 

, number  of  cars  coming  to  tne-r 
parking  lots  C)y  2b  percent  The 
prog'dm  is  ca'ieo  the  Em 
pioye«  Commute  Option,  a 
provision  of  t^e  Environmental 
Protection  Act  of  1990 

■  Why:  To  he'O  dean  the  air, 
metropolitan  areas  must  meet 
Strict  air  qudi'ty  standards  by 
2007. 

■  Where:  In  McHenry  and 
five  other  Chicagoiana  coun- 
ties,  tiegmning  m  late  1995 
dn<3  phased  m  Oufing  the  neit 
year  in  McHenry.  about  148 
coi^oahits  will  be  attecieo. 


people  that  don't  agree  with  him." 
Alien  i>uid 

Miinzullo  i^id  ndt-ahorinB 
wont  bring  clean  ftir.  ;uii  r«l 
tape,  and  "we  need  to  make 
chjinyei  that  ar«  morunuxiblft  ' 

The  alternate  clean  mr  plaji 
MoniuUo  eupporu  would  elunin- 
nte  mand.*^tJ^^y  nde-shanng  in 
return  for  mwrtmg  clean  air  «t>in- 
dtmls  seven  yeftrs  before  the  cur- 
rent 2007  dcadlina.  In  Monzullot 
plan,  more  controls  wouJd  be  pui 
on  building  emis6ion£. 

'll't  not  3  fronL-\!  ft£aflu)t  on  the 
Clean  Ait  Act,  simply  on  aas-iuU 
on  one  of  the  options  to  bring  ui 
into  complianco."  heaaid 

The  Sierra  Cub's  Darin  said 
Congress  won't  moJcc  changes  in 


the  Clean  Air  Act.  but  Manzullo 

disagreed. 

"There  arc  obout  IS  states  with 
lUcaj.  mvolvoJ  m  the  riilc-*hdnng 
mandate,"  »aid  Mamnck,  MannJ- 
to's  prBussocT^tiiry. 

"That  menns  thwre  ar«  about  20O 
congT«BMm«n  who  ar«  affifcted  by 
thie.    and    it   ha^nt    proven    effec- 

/\j  .'vidcncr.  HiwnnrV  pnintAd 
to  San  DidRO.  which  rvtcived 
federal  approval  to  drop  ndc  <ihar- 
ing  bccuuitC  It  hoj  not  worked. 

N<nr\:rullo  also  19  aUempting  to 
have  the  Em-imnmental  Protect 
ion  Ag*ncy  re-U'St  MoR^nry'i  xiir. 
bttcaut^e  h*  behe\'C3  faulty  le«t 
data  have  been  -used  in  aaaeesing 
theco\int>-"9ftirq'ial.t>' 
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CORRECTION 

The  Michiel's  ad  ofWednesday, 
June  I.  19?^  ran  with  errors. 
The  "Baj  of  Buaons"  ind  "All 
Spring  Bushes'  at  50%  off  are 
not  available.  These  items  have 
been  replaced  with  -Pfastic 
Visors'  r«J  tit  «  2  for  $1  00 
and  "All  Greenery  Bushes"  at 
25%  off  our  regular  low  price. 
The  Register  Sur  regrets  these 
errors  and  any  inconvenience  it 
rnay  have  caused. 

Michael's 

mi  Eist  Scaic  Street 
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'Model'  smog-busting  plan  flops 

Local  firms  buck  U.S.  law  as  clean  air  deadline  nears 


By  David  Ibata 

Tribune  SiAfT  Wrtter 

The  Southern  California  pro- 
gram was  supposed  to  show  the 
way  to  fight  car-generated  smog: 
Hold  employers  responsible  for 
getting  people  to  give  up  driving 
alone  to  work  by  promoting  car 
pools,  mass  transit,  bicycling  and 
the  like. 

It  also  served  as  the  model  for 
the  anti  air  pollution  battle  to  be 
launched  next  month  in  Illinois. 


when  the  state  begins  enroUing 
the  first  of  up  to  6,000  employers 
with  a  total  worWorce  of  2  million 
people  under  a  new  federally  man- 
dated Employee  Commute  Options 
Act 

But  after  five  years  of  trying, 
and  despite  threats  of  fines  of  up 
to  $SO.0OO  a  day  against  companies 
that  retVise  to  cooperate,  Los  An- 
geles' chief  air  quality  otlicer  ack- 
nowledges that  the  campaign  to 
get  more  people  to  stop  driving 


hasn't  produced  the  hoped  for  re 
suits. 

The  program,  Henry  W  "Hank" 
Wedaa  says,  "must  either  be  modi- 
fied or  mununified." 

Wedaa's  admission  couldn't 
have  come  at  a  worse  time  for  Illi- 
nois, which  is  having  a  tough  time 
convincmg  many  employers  of  the 
merits  of  the  state's  new  commu- 
ting law. 

Nor  does  it  help  clean  air  efforts 
See  Am,  Page  S 
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Business  groups  fight  commute  rules 


■  Chicagoianrf:  A  resolution  backed  by  four  of  the 
state's  largest  business  organuatlons  and  to  be  in- 
troduced Wednesday  in  the  General  Assembly  de- 
mands thai  the  n  S  Clean  Air  Act  be  stripped  of 
language  reqiUring  reductions  in  driving  by  Chlra- 
go-area  residents. 

The  House  resolution  calls  on  the  Illinois  congres- 
sional delegation  to  work  with  other  states  to  repeal 
employee  trip-reduction  mandates  of  the  federal  law. 

The  resolution's  backers  are  the  Illinois  Retail 
Merchants  Association,  the  Illinois  Manufacturers 
Association,  the  Illinois  State  Chamber  of  Commerce 
and  the  Chicagoland  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Legislative  sponsors  wiU  be  state  Reps.  Thomas  J. 
Dart  (D-Chicago)  and  Ann  Hughes  (R-Woodstock), 
said  David  Vite,  president  of  the  retail  merchants 
group 

Trip  reduction,  or  "Employee  Commute  Options." 
which  holds  employers  responsible  for  getting  peo- 
ple to  give  up  driving  for  mass  transit,  nde  sharing 
and  other  ways  to  commute,  "is  a  dumb  Idea  and  is 
too  expensive,"  Vite  said,  "and  the  return  on  one's 
investment  is  not  worth  the  work." 

The  four  associations  have  Uip-Qopped  on  a  previ- 
ous position  of  grudging  support  for  trip  reduction. 
Before,  Vite  said,  "we  didn't  have  facts  and  figures 
about  the  California  expenence." 

Vite  referred  to  a  Syear-old  Ix)s  Angeles  area  tnp- 


reduction  program,  the  model  for  the  federal  clean- 
air  mandate. 

A  jouit  statement  issued  by  the  four  business 
groups  Tuesday  asserted  that  the  Los  Angeles  pro- 
gram costs  employers  $136  million  to  5197  million 
per  year  to  admmister. 

Employers,  they  said,  are  spending  $3,000  for 
every  car  taken  off  the  road  and  $232  for  every 
worker  subject  to  the  clean  air  law,  while  a  U.S. 
Genera]  Accounting  Office  study  h.^s  reported  a  rt'- 
duction  in  vehicular  traffic  of  only  1  percent  to  3 
percent  in  the  Los  Angeles  area. 

The  business  groups'  resolution  comes  at  an 
awkward  time  for  the  Edgar  admmistralinn.  which 
is  seeking  to  comply  with  another  Clean  .-^ir  .^ct 
mandate  by  pushing  legislation  that  provides  for 
more  rigorous  vehicle  emissions  testing  m  the  Chi 
cago  area.  About  $700  nullion  in  federal  highway 
funds  are  at  nsk  if  that  bill  doesn't  pass  ih.is  month 

Ttansportation  experts  expressed  fears  that  the 
resolution  also  would  embolden  employers  to  resist 
the  state's  commute  options  program,  to  start  in 
February. 

"I  would  sey  this  would  kOl  It,"  said  .^.ndrew 
Plummer.  deputy  director  of  the  Chicago  Area 
Transportation  Study.  "I  don't  know  how  (the  state' 
Will  get  any  employer  to  participate." 

David  li^ia 
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